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BE it remembered, That on the thirtieth day of Novem- 
ber, in the thirty-fourth year of the Independence of the United 
States of America, (in the year of our Lord one thousand eighjt 
hundred and nine) Noah Worcester, of th*? said District, hatn 
deposited in this office, the title of a book, the right whereof hi 
claims as author, in the words following, t<* wit : ' 

" Bible News, of the Father, Son, and Hply Spirit In a se>- 
ries of letters. In four parts. I. On the Unity of God. II. Oi 
the real Divinity and Glory of Christ. III. "On the Character ot 
the Holy Spirit. IV. An Examination of difficult Passages of 
Scripture. The whole addressed to a worthy minister of thi 
Gospel. By Noah Worcester, A. M. pastor of the church it* 
Thornton. * But to us there is one God, tlje Father' — St. ?au|» 
• This is my beloved Son'—jJehovah. • HoW God anointed Jesuft 
of Nazareth with the Holy Ghost and with, Power'— St. Peter."] 

In conformity to the act of the Congress of the United State^* 
entitled, " An act for the encouragement^ of learning, by secur- 
ing the copies of maps, charts, and books,' to the authors an<tj 
proprietors of such copies, during the times therein mentioned ; f 7 
and also to an act, entitled, ** An act supplementary to an act J 
entitled, * An act for the encourage mentjof learning, by securing} 
the copies of maps, charts, and books, % o the authors and prow 
prietors of such copies, during the time* {therein mentioned,' ancj? 
extending the benefits thereof to the arts of designing, engraving 
and etching historical and other prints." 

RICHARD CUFTS SHANNON, 
Clerk of the District of Ne w-Hampshirei .. 

A true cofiy qf record. } 

Attest — R. C+ Shannon, Clerk* 
► *'•?'■■ \ * 
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BX£LE NEWS. 



PARTL 



ON THE UNITT OF GOD. 

LETTER h 

Introductory Statements and Observations* 
REV. SIR, 

An solemn prayer to his Father, our Divine Redeemer 
said, u This is life eternal, to know thee, the only true 
God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent? It must 
hence appear, that no inquiries can be more justifiable nor 
more interesting than those which respect the true charac- 
ter of the Father amd the Son. So far as we are in dark- 
ness respecting these characters, we must necessarily be in 
darkness respecting the Gospel of Divine Grace. To obtain 
clear and scriptural views of the Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Spirit, has long been a principal object of my 
study and pursuit. 

From my infancy, I was taught to believe the Athana- 
sian doctrine of three distinct co-equal and co-eternal Per- 
sons in one God. And I do not recollect that I had any 
doubts of its correctness^ until several years after I began 
the work of the ministry. Believing it to be both true and 
important, according to my ability I taught it to others. — 
But even while I beiieved and taught the doctrine, 1 was 
often embarrassed by it both in prayer and in pr oching. 
In giving thanks to God for his astonishing love in giving 
his Son to die for our offences, the theory has occurred with 
a chilling and confounding influence. These thoughts would 
unavoidably rush into my mind— God and his Son are one 
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£ On the Unity of God. 

and the self&pie Bdug:;:.^ Son could not in reality div- 
ot suffer any more "ttian* the* Father ; it was only a mere 
man tpati iriffoJ-fci,; tq Jwljojn. thi Son was mysteriously- 
united. In my "preaching^* white expressing the love of 
God in sparing not his own Son, the same theory and 
the same train of thoughts would occur ; and, in some in- 
stances, both in prayer and in preaching? the influence of 
these thoughts has been so great as, for a time, to obstruct. 
my utterance. 

Such embarrassments had a natural tendency *to excite 
suspicions in my mind thtt there must be some defect in 
the theory which I had adopted. But the doctrine had 
been so long and so generally believed by great Divines 
and good people, that I almost trembfcd at the thought of 
indulging my suspicions. At length I became acquainted 
with the views of Di\ Watts, as exhibited in connexion 
with the Memoirs of his life. These I read with care. He 
supposed the Son of God not to be a self-existent Person* 
but a human Being created before the worlds, and intU 
mately united to the Father, so that in him dwelt all the 
fulness of the Godhead ,' and that from this union his Di- 
vinity resulted.— His reasonings, to prove that the union 
of the Man Jesus was- with the Father, and not with a 
second self-existent Person, appeared to me conclusive and* 
unanswerable. And as a union with the Father must im- 
ply as great fulness and dignity as autoion with another 
Person just equal with the Father, I was unable to see why 
bis theory did not support the Divinity of Jesus Christ in. 
as ample a manner as the Athanasian theory. 

Another consideration, which greatly recommended to, 
my acceptance the theory of Dr. Watts, was this, it freed 
me from those distressing embarrassments which I had 
formerly felt in prayer and in preaching. For on his the- 
ory, the realPersm* who is called the Son of God, was, 
the real Sufferer on the cross. 

Having obtained this relief to my mind, I rested pretty 
quietly for several years as a believer in Watts's theory of 
die Trinity. But my apprehensions and ideas were so in- 
distinct, that I indulged no thought of writing on the subject 
with any view to publication, until the year 1 8G7. In the 
course of that year, my attention was in a peculiar manner 
arrested by the natural import of this text, u But to us there 
is but one God, the Father, of whom are all things, and: 
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we in him ;. and one Lord, Jesus Christ, by whom -are all . 
things, and we by him."* I noted, that in this verse the 
apostle was exhibiting the faith of Christians, in contrast 
with the faith of Heathens. In the preceding verse he had 
said, " For though there be that are called gods, whether 
in heaven or in earth, (as there be gods many and lords, 
many.*) Such is the faith of the Heathen world* With this % 
he contrasts the faith of Christians, a But to us there is but 
one God, the Father, of whom are all things, and we hi w 
him; and one Lord, Jesus Christ, by whom are all 
things, and we by him.** The ideas which appeared to me 
to Ik plainly on the face of this text* were these : 

1. That the one self-existent God is one Person* 
viz. the Father. The apostle does not say, But to us 
there is but one God, yet this one God is three Persons^ 
His language is, u But to us there is but one God, the Fa* 
ther.'* He diatincdy names the Person whom he stiles* 
the one God, and calls him the Father* 

2. That this one God is the Fountain or Source of all 
things — " QT whom are all things* 

3* That Jesus Christ, the one Lord, is a Person as dis~ 
tinct from the Being of Gor> as he is from the Person of 
the Father.. After the apostle had distinctly told who is 
the one God, he then proceeded to say, " and one Lord* 
Jesus Christ." As he had, named the one God, so he> 
also named the one Lord.. c 

4. That Jesus Christ, the one Lord, is the Mexwjc 
or Agent, through whom or by whom God displays his. 
fulness in the production of events—" by whom are all 
things, and we by; urn." 

Such being the views I had. of the test, a field waa open^ 
ed which appeared clear, spacious, and delightful This, 
field I entered, and began to write on the doctrine of the 
Trinity, in a great measure conformable to the views of 
Dr. Watts. ^ Nearly two years ray mind was absorbed in- 
these inquiries, and my mind employed in writing on the fprruu 
subject. I wrote pretty largely* and thought I had pro- 
duced something which might be useful to the public. 

But while writing for the press, it frequently occurred 
to my mind that the definitive and etnphatical language used: 
in Scripture respecting the Son of God, did import a high- 
er character than is implied in Watts's theory—that thfc$ > 

* V Cor. viii. 6* 
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6 ; On the Unity of God. 

terms own Son, only begotten Son, &c. did import that 
Christ was the Son of God in the most, strict and proper 
sense of the terms- After I had written what I intended 
for the press, that idea became more and more impressed 
on my mind as the natural meaning of the word of God* 
But though I could not find that any person had ventured 
to advance the idea, I viewed it to be my duty to examine 
the point with the utmost care. This I have attempted to 
do ; and the result of my inquiries on that point is this, 
that Jesus Christ is as truly the Son of God, as Isaac was 
the son of Abraham ; and that this view of the matter is 
essential to a due estimation of the love of God as display- 
ed in the Gospel of his Grace. It is also my real belief, 
that this view of the subject will be found much better to 
harmonize with the Scriptures, and unspeakably more 
Honorary to the Father and to the Son, than any other 
hypothesis which has been advanced- 

Having, therefore, experienced such a revolution in my 
own views, I have occasion to wr'te anew on the subject*. 
I have concluded to write in the form of Letters, and to 
address them to you, as to a candid Friend and Brother 
in Christ. 

While writing on my former ground, I derived some 
consolation from the thought that my views harmonized 
with^the theory of Dr. Watts. I am now in a measure de- 
prived of that source of consolation ; but I haye another 
which I esteem much more important, viz. that my views 
now harmonize with the most obvious and natural meaning 
of the language cf God, of Christ, and his Apostles; 
and that if I am in an error, my error has not resulted from 
departing from the natural import of Scripture language, 
but from preferring that to a meaning which is foreign, fig* 
ttrative, or mystical. 

There is one formidable Objection to my views, which I 
have to meet in the very threshold of my communications 
on this subject. I may "therefore now state and answer it, 
that the way may be opened for a candid hearing. 

It is said, that my views imply a departure from a great 
and important article of the orthodox faith, which has for 
many centuries been admitted by the great body of 
the most pious Christians, and has been advocated by 
great numbers of learned and pious Divines ; that it has 
long been admitted as an article of Christian faith, thai 
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fhere afe three distinct, co-equal, and self-exisfent P*r» 
sons in the one God ; and that it would be reproachful tc* 
the Great Head of the Church, to suppose that he would 
Suffer his most faithful friends to be so long in an error oh 
a point of so great importance. 

This, I confess, has appeared to me the most weighty* 
objection which has ever been stated against the theory I 
have adopted* I shall therefore attempt a serious and cari- 
jClid reply. 

1. I have no inclination to doubt either tne j>iety or the 
learning of those Divines who have advocated the doctrine 
of three distinct Persons in one God. Many such, I doubt 
not, have already been admitted into the realms of bliss, 
and others I believe are in the way which leads to the same 
&ate» Some of this class of Divines with whom I am ac- 
quainted, I esteem as the excellent of the earth, and as 
Vastly my superiors in piety, learning, and discernment. 
'But fallibility has been tne common lot of Christians, as 
long, at least, as the Athanasian theory has been received as 
the orthodox faith. And among all the great and good 
Divines, I cannot find one who has ever given evidence of 
hifallkbblity. Great and good Divines, like other good 
people, have been liable to err. And I cannot find, that 
Christ ever promised that he would not suffer his church* 
to fall into any error in sentiment respecting the character 
of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghosu Therefore, 
liowever improbable it nlay appear to you that there is any 
incorrectness in the doctrine which has been so long and 
sJo generally received, and sb ably arid abundantly . advo* 
gated, the possibility that there may be incorrectness must 
be admitted. An investigation, therefore, niay be highly 
proper' and useful. 

2. I would ask, Is it not a truth, that, for many cen- 
turies, the doctrine before us has been popular — so popu- 
lar, that a man must run the hazard of losingjiis reputationr 
for.piety, if he should call in question its correctness? 
And would not such a state of things naturally preclude 
stay general, thorough, arid impartial examination of the 
subject ? Would not many, even among good people and 
good Ministers, be likely to choose to take it for granted 
that the popular doctrine is true, arid content themselves 
t^ith searching the Scriptures for texts to support it I Such 
a* course of proceeding, I con/ess, I adopted for a number 
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of years. Such was my veneration for the characters of 
those writers who had defended the theory, that it seemed 
to me safe to follow them. My object, therefore* in study- 
ing on the subject, was merely to support the doctrine. I 
do not know that others have been so deficient ; but if they ^ 
have, this ma}' be one reason why the doctrine has been so 
long and so generally admitted. 

The proposition, which affirms that there are three dis- 
tinct Persons in one God, is surely not a Bible proposition 
—I am willing to admit it as a proposition formed by good 
men to express their views of the meaning of God's word. 
But we have the Bible before us> as well as those who 
formed the proposition, and it is our duty to bring the 
doctrine to the Bible for examination^ and not merely for _ 
support. 

3. Do not your peculiar sentiments, as a Hopkinsian, 
imply a departure from doctrines which have been con- 
sidered as highly important, which have been generally 
received for several centuries by the ttipst pious Christians, 
and which have been advocated by multitudes of great 
and good Divines ? Why were you not afraid of im* 
peaching the character of the Great Head of the Church, 
by adopting sentiments in a manner which, in your own 
view, would imply that he had suffered his most faithful 
friends for a long time to be in an error on some impor- 
tant points ? Why were you not contented to receive for 
truth the theories of our pious forefathers, and thus have 
saved yourself the trouble of laborious investigation* and 
from the reproaches of those who have viewed you as de- 
parting from doctrines which have long been received by 
the pious and faithful friends of Christ ? It does not, Sir, 
appear, that our Hopkinsian brethren have been much 
afraid of impeaching the character of Christ, by preaching 
and writing what they have thought to be the truth, altho , 

;in some respects, they contradicted theories which have 
long been received as essential doctrines of the GospeL 

4. I willingly admit, that the great body of Christ^ 
faithful friends have been so far united, as to adopt, as an , 
article of faith, a proposition which affirms three distinct 
Persons in one God. But is it not a solemn truth, that nine- 
teen twentieths of those, who have professed to believe the 
article, have never examined the terms of the proposition 
«o as to be able to tell in what sense they believed it to be 



Digitized 



by Google 



tin (lie Unity ofGdH. * 

tftte? And have not the great and pious Divines in every 
age, since the proposition was adopted, been greatly divid- 
ed as to its reaf import ? 

Mr* Jones, and some others, have informed us, that My 
the TEHEE Persons they mean three distinct Agents. 
But Dr. Hopkins says, " It must be carefully observed, 
that when this word is applied to the Father, theJSon, and 
the Holy Ghost, as three distinct Persons, it does not im- 
port the same distinction as when applied to men." But 
he does not pretend to be able to tell what the word does 
import, as applied to the Godhead* There are other Min- 
isters who frankly own that they know riot what is intended 
by Persons in the proposition. 

Dr. Watts, in his day, said, " The common or scholas- 
tic explication of the Trinity, which has been long and 
universally received, and been called orthodox, is, that 
God is but one simple, infinite, and eternal Spirit : Hence 
it follows, that the Divine essence, powers, and essential 
properties of the Father, the Son, and the Spirit, in the 
Godhead, are numerically the very same : that it is the 
same numerical consciousness, understanding, will, and 
power, which belongs to the Father, that also belongs to 
the. Son and to the Holy Spirit : and that the sacred Three 
are distinguished only by the superadded, relative proper* 
ties of paternity, filiation, and precession." 

Perhaps the war A procession should have been used, in- 
stead of " precession $ n but I have given the word as I 
found it in Memoirs of Dr. Watts, page 98. 

If Dr. Watts gave a true account of what had " been 
long and universally received" as the orthodox faith, Mr* 
Jones and those who agree with him in sentiment have 
greatly departed from die orthodox faith* The orthodox 
faith, according to Dr. Watts, implied no more than one 
infinite, self-existent Agent ; the terms Father, Son, and 
Hofy Ghdst, denoted " superadded, relative properties. w 
But Mr. Jones supposes three distinct Agents. 

Some, by the three distihct Persons, have understood 
no more than one Being acting in three distinct offices. The 
same Person or Being is Father as Creator, Sotf as Re* 
deemer, and Hoiy Ghost as Sanctifier. This may har* 
mouize with the doctrine of " superadded, relative prop* 
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« In the conclusion of the " Memoirs of Dr. Watts/* tfe 
imter says, " If I understand the great Reformer Calvin 
aright, he in like manner conceived of the Word and 
^Spirit as the Wisdom and Power of Deity personified. 
The pious Mr. Baxter adopted a like personification." — 
The same writer quotes from Mr. Baxter a passage,which 
shows that there had been other methods still of explaining 
the personality of the Trinity. 

u Abundance of heretics," says Mr. Baxter, " have 
■troubled the church with their self-devised opinions about 
the Trinity, and the Person and nature of Christ. And I 
am loth to say how much many of the orthodox have 
troubled it also, with their self-conceited, misguided and 
uncharitable «eal against those they judged heretics. I 
would advise the reader to be none of them that shall charge 
with heresy all those who say that the three Persons are 
Iteus seipsum intelligens^ Deusa seipso intellectus, et Deus 
a seipso Amafus, (though I am not one) nor yet those ho- 
ly men whom I have cited, and many others, who expressly 
say that Potentia, Sapientia^ et Jtmor, Power, Wisdom, 
and Lote^ are the Father, Son, and Hoily Ghost." 

Thus, Sir, we may see how the great and pious Divines* 
^ith which God has blessed hi* church, have been divided 
in their reel opinions of the meaning of a proposition Which 
they all had adopted as an article of faith* One class out 
*s>i six hasragreed with you in sentiment, that by £he three 
Persons are intended three distinct Agents; a second class 
uses the term Persons in an indefinite sense, without ex- 
planation ;> a third, by three Persons,, understands three 
offices ; the fourth supposes one proper Person, and His 
Wisdom and Power personified for the other t^o Persons y 
the fifth supposes the three Persons to be three principal 
attributes of God, Power % Wisdom, and Love ; the other 
supposes the personality to mean no more than this, God 
understanding himself, God understood by himself and God 
loving himteif. 

Of what use, Sir, to Christianity, can that proposition 
be, which is thus variously understood by the best Divines I 
While there is so great a variety of real opinion about the 
import of the artic.e, their agreeing to adopt it as an article 
of faith can be no evidence of its correctness. But is not 
the disagreement as to the import of the word Person, in 
the proposition, some evidence that tKe word is improper- 
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ly used ? You cannot justly accuse me of differing mere in 
real opinion from those who have adopted this article, tha* 
they differ from each other. And I would suggest it far 
your serious consideration, whether your departure from 
the ancient orthodox faith is not infinitely greater thaa 
mine — yea, greater by two infinities f You suppose three 
self-existent, infinite Agents; I suppose but one; 4ad if 
Dr. Watts fairly stated the explication of the Trinity, 
which had " been long and universally reeeived," as ortho- 
dox, the ancient orthodoxy implied but one infinite Agent. 
And with his statement agrees all but one of the several 
explanations which have been enumerated ; the personality 
was evidently understood as figurative. 

The evidence we have before us, that great and good 
men have been greatly divided on the subject of the person- 
ality of the Trinity, may serve to evince the propriety of 
the caution given by Mr. Baxter against indulging a cen- 
sorious spirit one towards another. The more deep and 
mysterious the subject, the more occasion we have for self- 
diffidence, and the more room for the exercise of Christian 
candor towards those who may d'ffer from us in opinion. 

The experience I have had of my own fallibility may be 
considered as an admonition to me against indulging a self- 
confident spirit respecting the correctness of my present 
, views. I have indeed been long searching and laboring, 
by night and by day, to ascertain the truth, and to bring 
my views to harmonize with the meaning of the word of 
God. But I am yet far from any claim to infallibility. I 
can hardly expect that I shal be free from m stakes in ex- 
plaining the numerous passages of Scripture which will 
naturally come under consideration. But this I know, that 
I have no interest to serve by perverting or misapplying the 
Scriptures. It is, I hope, my aim, to act faithfully for 
Christ in attempting to explain his word 5 and with him I 
may safely leave the event. 

I am not insensible that I expose to peril the little share 
of reputation which I have hitherto possessed, by taking 
ground so singular and unpopular* Nor am I at all indif- 
ferent as to the esteem and good will of my fathers and 
brethren with whom I have been in fellowship. My esteem 
for them is not at all abated by any change in my own sen- 
timents ; and it is my wjsh to give them no occasion of of- 
fence in my manner of writing. It will be tny duty to ex- 
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pose what I esteem to be erroneous in tfacir ge nt&mfew t s, y\m% 
I hope to doit in the spirit of meekness, of candor, and of 
love. My dissenting from them in opinion is surely no 
reason why I should be offended with them j and I am not 
sensible that it is a reason why they should be offended with 
xne» But should they view my dissent as ground of offence, 
I hope they will deaf with me in a Gospel temper, and on 
Gospel. principles, duly bearing in mind that bitter revilings 
and sound reasonings are things of a very different nature. 

Thi ee principal propositions I shall attempt to illustrate 
and support, in the course 01 my Letters to you— viz. 

I. That the self-dx stent God is only one Person* 

II. That Jesus Christ is God's own Sgn, his oio.y be* 
gotten. 

III. That by the Holy Ghost is intended the fulness of 
God, or the efficient, productive emanations of Divine ful- 
ness. 

In support of the first proposition, I shall, in my next Let- 
ter, distinctly consider what is meant by the word Person^ 



LETTER 1U 

Personality defined and illustrated* 

HEV SIR, 

IT has been supposed to be a very difficult thing to as 7> , 
certain in what personality consists, or what constitutes 
personality. It may, however, be found an easy thing to 
tell what is meant by the word Person, as it is used in 
Scripture, and in common discourse. I will exhibit a few 
instances of the use of the term in the Scriptures. 

u Noah the eighth Person." "Joseph was a goodly 
Person." u No uncircum.cised Person shall eat thereof." 
ifc Whosoever hath killed any Person." " Goes* to battle 
in thine own Person." " A righteous Person." " A 
wicked Person." u Thy Person.' T u His Person." 

Such a manner of using the term is common in ail writ- 
ings with which I am acquainted. We apply the term 
Person to any man, or woman, to an Angel, to Jesus Christ, 
and to God. But we do not apply it to any class of beings 
below the human race. Personal pronouns, as he or sh^ 
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fee. we apply tothe brutal creation ; but it would be thought 
an impropriety ot -speech to apply the term Person to the 
most sagacious horse or dog. By careful observation, it 
will be found that we use the personal pronouns in refer- 
ance to any beings which are\ supposed to possess animal 
life ; but the word Person is properly applied only tatnfc/U 
ligent Beings. Inanimate objects, in figurative language, 
are often personified ; but the very idea and mode of per- 
sonification implies what is intended by the word Person^ 

Viz. an INTELLIGENT BEING* 

What is meant by the word Person, is just as obvious 
to common people as what is meant by the moon* And we 
have no more occasion to inquire what constitutes person-* 
ality in order to tell what is meant by the word Person, 
than we Have to ascertain the essence of the moon in order 
to tell what object is called by that name. And it is no 
more difficult to ascertain what constitutes personality, than 
to ascertain what constitutes intelligent existence. 

It may be objected, that there is no part or property of ^ 
man but what is spoken of in the possessive case, as though 
it were something distinct from personality. We say, hi& 
hands, his feet, his head, his intellects, his heart, his body, 
his soul, as though personality were something distinct from 
any of these. 

This is all granted ; but in the same manner we use the 
word Person itself ; we say his Person* And thus the term 
is used in the Bible, "the express image of his Person^ 
But it does not hence follow, that personality consists in 
something distinct from Person. 

As one Person is one intelligent Being, so two or three 
Persons are two or three intelligent Beings. ' So. obvious is 
this to the common sense of mankind, that it may be doubts 
ed whether any man can form any other idea of two Per- 
sons than that of two intelligent Beings. If it be under-* 
stood, that we are speaking of human Beings, and mention 
is made of two Persons, it as tlearly conveys the idea of 
two intelligent Beings, as if we should say two men. The 
same observation will apply to angels. * 

Some writers of eminence have suggested, or asserted* 
that Person and Being are not terms of the same import ; 
and, therefore, it may imply no contradiction to say three 
Persons in one Being or one God. But I have not found 
tHt they have attempted to explain, the difference hetween* 
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Person and Being* I shall not. pretend that these term* 
are uniformly cf synonymous import, for the term Being 
may be applied to any object which exists, but the term 
Person is applicable only to intelligent existence. But the 
phrases, an intelligent Person and an intelligent Being* may 
properly be considered as synonymous. If you think oth- 
erwise, be pleased to explain the difference. , 

la writing on Divinity, it is highly important that we 
should use language according to its common acceptation. 
To make use of terms, of which we can give no intelligir 
ble explanation, has no tendency to communicate Jighu 
Those who make use of terms in relation to God, or to 
Christ, pught, at least, to be able and willing to tell their 
own meaning in the use of those terms. If I say that the 
Father and the Son are two distinct Persons, I ofl^ht to be 
willing to tell what I mean by the word Person. And if I 
have any definite meaning to the term, it may be expected 
that, in some way, I c^n make it known. But if I have 
no definite meaning to the term, how is it possible that 
another person can tell whether he agrees or disagrees witji 
me in sentiment ? 

If I only state, that I believe that the Father and th* 
Sor are two distinct Persons, there is, perhaps, no Chris* 
tian but will say he believes the same. But as soon, as I 
explain wjiat I mean by the word Person, many will dissect 
and avow their disagreement Having thus, exposed my* 
self to their disapprobation, by explaining my meaning, may 
I «ot be permitted to ask what they mean by the term, that 
I may be able to compare the two opinions I And ought X 
to receive it as a satisfactory answer, if I am told that Per- 
son and Being are not the same, and that personality is 
something which cannot be defined ? 

As you, Sir, profess to believe that the Father and the 
Son are two Persons, and yet but one intelligent Being, I 
would ask whether the Father is $ot o e intelligent Being? 
And is not the Son also an intelligent Being ? . Was he not 
an intelligent Being who came into the world to die for our 
sins ? And was he who came and he who sent him one and 
the same intelligent Being ? 

As you also deny the human personality of Christ, or 
that, as a derived Being, he was a Person, and still admit 
that he was, in respect to his human nature, tru'y a Man, 
I would ask what addition would have been necessary to 
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lc6fcsrittitfe that Man a proper Person ? If we deny that, as 
a derived Intelligence, he was a Person, will it not be dif- 
ficult to make it appear that there is any such thing as per- 
sonality in Man ? Sin excepted, what do we find in our- 
selves which was not found in the Man Christ Jesus ? If 
we take ground respecting personality, on which it cannot 
be proved that there is any Such thing as a humari Person^ 
how shall we be able to show that there is any propriety in 
apptying the term Person to the Godhead ? It is a clear 
case, that so long as we remain ignorant of the import of 
the term, we can never be sure that it is properly applied. 
* I have not, Sir, pursued this inquiry with any desire to 
Iperplex the minds of others, or to multiply or widen the 
breaches which exist among professed Christians, but, if 
possible, to do something which may contribute to greater 
unanimity. Nothing, perhaps, has contributed more tb 
leep the subject of the Trinity involved in obscurity, than 
%Lii indefinite and unmeaning use of the term Person. I will 
not affirm, that the definition I have given is perfect ; but 
IwiH hope, that by frankly avowing my own views, and 
exposing myself to the censure of others, I may, at least, 
6e the occasion of further inquiry and further light on the 
subject. 

Pdrmit me now, Sjr, to appeal from your theory to your 
enlightened common sense. Did you ever conceive of the 
Father and the Son as one and the same intelligent Being ? 
When you thank God f6r the gift of his Son to die for us r 
*io you not uniformly conceive of the Father as one intelli- 
gent Being, and of the Son as another ? From my own 
past experience, I may presume, that, according to your 
common sense, the Father and the Son are as distinctly 
two intelligent Beings, as Abraham and Isaac. Of what 
Importance then can it be to Christianity, to attempt tir 
support a theory of personality which is undefinablc and 
ineffable, which does not accord with the common accepta- 
tion of the term Person, nor with the practical views even? 
of those Who adopt it I Scarcely any thing is more obvi^ 
©us to the common understanding of men, than what is 
usually intended by the word Person ; but where the term* 
is applied to the Godhead, they must be told that it means- 
something which cannot be explained. But if the expla- 
nation I have given of the meaning of the * word Person 5 
shall be found to accord with the common sense of mankinds 
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and with the practical views of Christians in relation to t|rt 
Father and Son, may I not hope to escape the censure of 
those who profess not td know what is meant by Person as 
applied to the Godhead i 

It will probably be urged, that God is incomprehensible, 
and that the doctrine which affirms three Persona in one 
God or one Being, is no more atyove our comprehension 
than the eternity and self-existence of Jehovah. 

It will readily be granted, that God is to us incomprehen- 
sible in his Being and all his attributes ; yet in respect to 
any of his attributes, we can explain what we mean by the 
terms in which they are expressed* We can -so explain 
as to make each other understand itfhat we mean by the 
terms eternity and self existence. Let it, then, be as intel* 
ligibly explained what is meant by Person, when, we say that 
there are three Persons in one Goa, or one intelligent Being* 

The incomprehensibleness of an v object is, no reason why 
We should use terms without any definite meaning. Gob 
is an incomprehensible object 5 but in using the term, we 
may have an intelligible and definite meaning* We ougHj, 
at leasts to have so much meaning to the terms We use, 
that we can explain our. own meaning* . . 

By some good writers it has been supposed, that the 
proposition which affirms a plurality of Persons in one in- 
telligent Beings implies no contradiction. But I woul4 
ask, how is it known that it does not imply a contradiction I 
Can we affirm any thing pf a proposition any, farther thajl 
we Understand the terms ? Let the terms be explained, and 
then we stand on fairground to judge whether the proposi- 
tion does or does not imply a contradiction. But until this be 
done, it would be very improper, at least for me, to affirm 
any thing concerning it, one way or another. Until we 
understand the term Person, we knovv not what is affirmed 
in the proposition. And if there be no definite meaning to 
the term,he who states the proposition either affirms nothing* 
br he affirms he knows not what. If we think to give 
instruction by using terms in an indefinite and undefinable 
fcense, we most certainly miss our aim. For no person 
can be enlightened by* any proposition any farther than he 
Understands the meaning of the terms. If then, in writing 
On Divinity, we use terms which are undefinable in our 
t>wn application of them, what do we better than to dark* 
en counsel by words without knowledge ? 
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The preposition supposed to be apostolic is thb, a There 
""Are three that bear record in Heaven, the Father, the 
Word, and the Holy Ghost." Neither the term Persons^ 
iior the name God* is to be found in the text. And if we 
know not the import of the term Persons, was it not verjf 
unsafe to insert it in a proposition intended to express the 
apostle's meaning I It was probably with a view to ren- 
der the apostle's proposition more explicit, that the term 
Person was inserted. But however inexplicit or indefinite 
the proposition may be, as it stands in the Bible, it surely i 
could not be amended by inserting an undefinable term, or 
by using a definite term in an undefinable sense. 

As to the improper use of the term Person, I consider 
myself as having been culpable as well as others. And 
while I frankly place myself on this ground, I do it in hope 
that the preceding remarks will not be viewed as designed- 
ly reproachful to any class of Christians or Divines. 

Thus, Sir, I have attempted to establish one point in 
* favor of the proposition, that the Supreme Being, or self- 
existent God, is only one Person. If the account which haft 
•been given of the word Person be correct, to say that the 
tone self-existent God is three self-existent Persons, is the 
same as to say that the self-existent God is three self-ex- 
' istent intelligent Beings. And if there be a propriety ia 
Baying that the one God is but one supreme Being, there 
'can be no propriety in saying that the one Gotf is three 
self-existent Persons.-— But there are still other con* 
siderations which may be brought into view in subsequent 
Letters. 



LETTER III. 

The Scripture use of pronouns and verbs in relation to God* 

• REV. SIR, 

ALTHOUGH the definition which has been given of 
the term Person should be admitted as correct, still it may 
be thought that a definition may be given of the term Goty 
which will render it consistent to say tfiree Persons in one 
God* And ^such a definition has been given by Mr. 
William Jones in his celebrated performance on " The 
C 
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featholk doctrine' of the Trinity." Fn page ^ 9, lie says> 

V Tlje word God, though of the singular number, is q£ 
plural comprehension." In proof of this idea he has writ- 
ten a distinct chapter, in which he has evidenced both iabo£ 
5|nd ( ingenuity. And it will be admitted, that if, in the 
Scriptures, the term God be intended to import three self- 
existent Persons, there is no more contradiction in affirm- 
ing that there are three Persons in one God, than there 

V ould be in affirming that there are three Persons in one 
C'ounciij or one Senate, or one Triumvirate* 

In support of his idea, Mr. Jones has not only mention- 
ed some nouns which are plural in the Hebrew, which are 
|n English translated God ; but he has stated that there are 
also pronouns and verbs of the plural number agreeing with 
the term God. And it must be acknowledged that, at first 
yiew, these things appear much in favor of a plurality of 
persons in the Qocjhead. For according to the established 
principles of Grammar, pronouns and verbs should agree 
yrith their nouns in number^ Ic then behoves us to examine 
the subject with care and with candor. 
. Mr* Jones has exhibited several instances in. whjclj, in 
our translation, the promuns vs and our are used* as he, 
supposes, as proper pronouns for God only, and a* denoting 
^plurality of Persons in the one God. 

The first text which he mentions is Gen. i. 26. " And 
God said, Let us make man in our image, and after our 
likeness." — In reference to this text, it may be observed* 
that these, pronouns do not necessarily imply more than 
two Persons, nor do they necessarily inpply that bQth of 
|hem were self- existent. The representation is, that Gop 
spake to some other Person* And as he created all things 
fey his Son Jesus Christ, the Son was probably the Person 
to whom God spake. And all the plural pronouns whic^ 
Mr. Jones has relied on may be accounted for in the same 
Saanner. ' x 

In respect to the pluraj nouns which Mr. Jones has men- 
tioned, I shall only say, that they go as far to prove a 
|>Iuridity of Gods, as they do to prove a plurality of selp 
existent Persons. - .J 

But besides nouns and pronouns, he has suggested, that. 
In the Hebrew,, several plural verbs and adjectives are found 
agreeing with the ftoun God. 1 his he also considers aa 
evidence that the wore} God implies a plurality of P^sons. 
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feeing wholly unacquainted with the Hebrew language, I 
cannot pretend to dispute the correctness of his statements* 
Some things, however, may possibly be suggested, which 
inav be sufficient ground on which to doubt the correctness 
of his" inference. 

1. I think we have no evidence, that the sacred writers 
were perfectly acquainted with the rules of Grammar, not 
that the Divine Spirit, by which they wrote, secured theni 
from every departure from the rules of Grammar in the 
construction of sentences. But, * 

2. If it were certain that the inspired penmen never de- 
viated from the rules of Grammar, it would still be possibd 
that as many us jive or six mistakes, in regard to the nwm- 
ler of verbs, might be made in copving the Old Testament 
'five or six thousand times. For though we have evidence 
that great care was taken in copying the Scriptures, we havft 
no evidence that the scribes were infallible. And if, in thd 
innumerable copyings of the Old Testament prior to the 
art of Printing, not more than five or six verbs were chang- 
ed from the singular to the plural number, we have great 
reason to acknowledge a superintending Providence.. 

■" Thus, Sir, I have endeavored candidly to reply to Mr; 
-Jones's arguments from plural pronouns and verbs* Let It 
*K>*r*be supposed, that instead ot'jive or six plural pronouns 
bf doubtful relation, he had found Jive or six thousand phi* 
,-tfal pronouns which obviously stand as substitutes for the 
names God, Lord, or Jehovah; wou d not his argument 
have been at least a thousand times more forcible than it 
is on the ground he has produced i Yea, let it be supposed 
that, on the most careful examination, he had found in the 
Bible only Jive or six pronouns for God of the singular num- 
ber, and those, too, of doubtful import ; and that, on the 
other hand, he had found all the pronouns for God,* of the. 
plural number, excepting the five or six doubtful instances ; 
would not his argument have been invincible in favor of $ 
plurality of Persons m the Godhead ? Would any man ojf 
sense, after such an exhibition, ever have called in ques* 
tk>n the doctrine of three self-existent Persons? Confident 
I am, that such an argument would have had more weight 
In mymind than all the arguments I have seen or heard in 
fevor of that doctrine. 

- Permit me then, Sir, to retort the argument from tto 
X^Qoipramuns and verbs in the Bibk. Excepting time 
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doubtful instances of plural pronouns mentioned By^M& 
Jones, are not the pronouns for God uniformly' of the sin* 
guhr number ? Instead of Jive or six doubtful cases, dd 
jre not find)??* or six thousand instances in which personal 
pronouns or the singular number are unquestionably used 
Jls substitutes for the nouns God, Loni>, or Jehovah ?-*^ 
^.nd setting aside Mr. Jones's exceptions, do we not find 
|he verbs, agreeing with the noun God, uniformly of the 
lingular number ? < 

When God speaks of Tiimself in the first Person, he use* 
Jhe pronouns I, My or Mine § Me. When he is addressed 
|n the second Person, the pronouns are Thou, Thy or 
jThine, Thee. When he is spoken of in the third Person, 
jthe pronouns are He, His, Him. — This, you must be sei& 
sible^ is the general and uniform use of the pronouns fof 
God, in the Old Testament and the New. It may be ad* 
ed, that Myself, Thyself, and Himself, are also used aa 
jpronouns for God. 

If God were three co-equal Persons, it would be verr 
fcatural to expect that we should find explicit evidence of 
this in the manner of giving the law, and in the prayers <if 
saints. But when the law was given on Mount Sinai, Go& 

Sake in the singular number, ™ /am the Lord thy God— . 
ou shalt have no other Gods before me." And is it not, 
Sir, a solemn fact, that in all the prayers throughout thte 
JBible, in which God is addressed, that he is addressed as^ 
Jime individual Person ? • 

;\ Moses, David, and Daniel, may be considered 'as well 
Acquainted with God. Each of them addressed God aa 
pne Person only. 

Mos$& said, " Yet now if THOtor wilt, forgive my sin $ 
and it not, blot me, I pray thee, out of thy book." 
,-. David said, u O God, to whom vengeance belongs, shew 
.thyself," — not yourselves. * Lift up thysei?, ttoh 
Judge of the earth." 

Daniel said, u O Lord, hear ; O Lord,' forgive $ © 
.Lord, hearken and Ho ; defer not, for thine own *ake, 
O my God ; for thY city and Thy people are called by thy 
tame" 

»,. We may here add, that Christ, who must be suppbs&d 
to be better acquainted with God than any ancient Prophet 
«r any modern Divine, addressed the Father not only as 
a* Persvn, bat as the « only tivjs G&ifc" As the Soft, 
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ke addressed t)ie Father, and in his praver he had, thes$ 
yord^ u And this is life eternal, that tney might khb# 
>thee, the onjlV true 6od, and Jesus Christ *vhon% 
jruau hast sent," . H 

> I think, Sir, I may say, without hazard, that there il 
mo intimation in the Bible of three Self-existent Persons H& 
jone God, either in the manner in which Divine command* 
were coniniunicated, or in the prayers of saints. But ift 
giving commands, Cod uniformly made himself known as 
one individual Person; and, as to an individual Person, thi 
Prophets and $ai»ts addressed their prayers to God. 
v Moreover, in all the remarkable manifestations of him* 
aelf to mankind, God made himself known as one Perso^ 
jDw.y«— When he appeared to Adam after the fall, he mat** 
Rested himself as one Person* And in pronouncing thtt 
cur,se upon the serpent, as one Person he spake, w /wiR 
^puf.e^niity beiiyeen thee and the woman. And unto th$ 
woman he said, /will gready multiply thy sorrow," &c. * 
v As P^e person, Quod n^uiifested himself to Noah. "AnJ 
-God said unto Nqah^ iTne end of all flesh is come up be- 
fore mje* And, behold, /, even /do bring a flood upon thS 
jearth. But with thee will /establish my covenant,'* 
v In his various appearances to Abraham, he revealed 
Wmself as only one Persotk—^/am thy shield and thy eae^ 
Speeding great reward;-*-/ will. make thy seed as the dust of 
jhf earth^r/ am the Almighty God, walk before me, an£ 
be thou perfect.'' 

$itnUar to thjs, was the *tyje and manner adopted by 

4&od in all hi£ appearances to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob* 

In all the manifestations which God made of himself tb 

^ looses and the people of Israel, he uniformly represented 

"himse.lfcas.qne p e r SO n. , And thus he represented himself 

via his communications to the Prophets. It may also be 

4 observed* that in several instances God adopted forms of 

speech which not only implied a denial of the existence of 

*nny other God, but also of the existence of any other sei,** 

^juste.nt Person..— •>' See now that /, even /am he, an£ 

there is no God .with, he 5 / kill, and / make alive ; % / 

wound, and /heal." Deut. xxxii. 39. — " And there is no 

god eke besides jie ; a just God, and. a Savior ; there is 

none besides me. Look unto me, and be ye saved, alt ye 

ends of. the earth j for /am God, and there is none else." 

h*> xjy. 81, 23 f ~ u Hemejpher the former things of old * 
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for /am God, and there is none else ; 7am God, and there 
is none like me.'* 

When God reveals himself under the title of the Holt 1 
One, or the Holy One of Israel, he represents himserf 
Aot only as one God, but as c*ne Person. " Thus saith 
tibe Lord* the Holt One of Israel, and his Maker, Ask* 
5fE of things to come concerning my sons j and concerning* 
Ae work of my hands, command ye me." 

In conformity to the idea which God gave of himself, as 
keing one Person only, all the sacred writers, in speaking* 
of God, speak of him as one Person, by using a personal 
pronoun of the singular number, as He, His, Him, togeth- 
er with corresponding verbs* 

•*• The Son of God, in the course of his ministry, spake of* 
God as one Person. "God so loved the- world, that pe 1 
gave his only begotten Son," &c. — -And the apostles 
Uniformly spake of God as one Person only. — The Scribe 
who came to Christ, and received his approbation as not 
far from the kingdom of God, in the course of the cb&Ver- 
aatton, and in reply to Christ, said, " There is cnat God,,' 
and there is none other but He" And hfe remark was; 
approved by Christ. J * 

Nouns of w plural comprehension,* such as Mr. Jonea 
supposes the word God to be, admit the article the before 
them, as, the Council, the Senate ; and the pronduns, to 
agree with them, must be either neuter pronouns of the 
singular number, or personal pronouns of the plural num* 
ter. Speaking of a Council, we either say A adjourned, 
or They adjourned— Of a Senate, It passed an act, or They 
passed an act. We do not say of a Council, He adjourn- 
ed ; nor of a Senate, He passed an act— Nor does a Sen- 
ate or a Council, speaking in the first person, say 1 will. * 

In view of these observations, Sir, suffer me to present 
to your notice some of the foregoing passages of Scrip* : 
tare, in a manner conformable to the Athanasian theory. • 
f will begin with the passage in Genesis, so mudh quoted-: 
by Athanasian writers* and connect with it the following 
verse. The passage, to agree with your views, should ' 
read thus :..*." And the God said, Let us make man in our 
image, and after our Hkeness. So the God creaced man m 
itkir own image, and after their likeness $ in the image, 
of the God created they him.* u 
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If the pronouns ub and our are pronouns for Ood only+ 
<l>e following pronouns should be also of the> pleural munbei^ 

Upon the same principle,, the first commandment would 
if ad as follows ;.... u Thpu shalt have no other gods before 1 * 

VS. . 

When God said, "Jam God,, and there is none lik© 
KE," would not your theory have required the following 
form !,...We are the God, ancLthere is none like us* 

Would not the words of Christ, to have corresponded 
with your views, have stood thus £..«" The God so loved 
the world, that they gave their only, begotten Son," &cj 

The words of the Scribe, * There is one God* and there 
U none other but th$ml" — or hat it. . 

A remarkable variation would also.be requisite in the 
passage before quoted, in which God speaks ,of. himself as 
the Holy Qne ? " Thus saith the Lord, the Holy On& 
©f Israel, and his Maker,. Ask us of things to come, con- 
cerning our sons ; and concerning the work of oua hands* 
cpmmand ye us.". f . * . 

I would further suggest,, whether another variation ia\ 
this text would not render, it atill more conformable to Mr.* 
Jpnes' scheme, and even to the language of Athanasians tft, 
general? "Thus saith the Lord T the Holy three of Is* 
rad,!" This, . I conceive, would have been acbrrectjex- 
pcessionof your doctrine, of. the. Trinity « in Unityv Unde*~ 
tjie terin ( Lq*i>, or £ehqvah* the Unity, would have been, 
in^plieicJi unci under the terms Holx Three, the Trinity 
would ^*ve been expressed. , 

t Wil^you, Sir, be pleased now to consider what a great 
and surprizing change, must be made throughout the Bible, 
in respect tp the pronouns ^vA verbs agreeing with God, 
tp have the Janguage t of the Bible conformable to the Atha- . 
nasion doctrine ? You, cannot be insensible, that, in every 
iq#ance \a which a personal pronoun of the singular num- 
ber is use4 a$ a substitute for the noun God, something is ♦ 
impUeo^opntraryto that doctrine. Of course, a very great T 
ppnion both pf the Old Testament and the New, is, accord- 
ing to the natural import of language, opposed to that the- ! 
ory. , If the doctrine of three self-existent Persons in one/ 
Gpd were true, and of such infinite importance as seems to - 
be, supposed by pur good brethren, how can it be accounted 
fqr, that ,Gpd himself,, and all the sacred writers, should so 
uniformly adopt such forms of speech as would n^turaiig 



Digitized 



by Google 



*4 bn the Unity of Got?* 

lead to the conclusion, that the one self-existent God is but 
Ohe self-existent Person I 

Mr. Jones has indeed suggested the idea, that the sin- 
gular pronouns and verbs are most commonly used as 
agreeing with God, to guard mankind against the idea of 
more Gods than one. But may I not, with as much pro- 
priety, suggest, that they are thus used to guard us against 
the idea of more than one self-existent Person ? or that 
they were thus used, that in case any should adopt the 
opinion of a plurality of self-existent Persons, the error 
might be detected by the current and uniform language of 
Scripture ? 

if it be a truth, that there are three self-existent Persons 
in one God, it is doubtless a very important truth. Nor 
Ss it to be admitted, that God should constandy speak in a 
manner which tended to impress the contrary idea, to pre- 
vent our falling into the error of a plurality of Gods. Had 
it been a truth that there'is but one God, and that this term 
is of u plural comprehension," comprizing three co-eternal 
Persons, it would certainly have been a very easy thing 
with God to have adqpted language conformable to both 
parts of the proposition. The suggestion of Mr. Jones 
amounts to nothing less than this, that God made use of 
language which was calculated to lead us into one error* 
Jest we should fall into another. 

Would it not, Sir, shock the feelings of a Christian audi* 
ence, if a minister, in his prayers and preaching, should 
conform his language to the Athanasian theory, and the es- 
tablished, rules of grammar? But if the theory be true, 
ought you not to adapt your current language, in prayer 
«ind preaching, to your theory i Yoir cannot be insensible, 
that to use pronouns and verbs of the singul r number > in 
relation to God, has a direct tendency to impress the minds- 
of your hearers with the idea that God is but one Person. 
And if you believe the contrary, ought you not to avoi 4 
such forms of speech as naturally tend to mislead the minds 
of your hearers? You will probably retort the question t 
^nd ask, why I did not avoid such forms of speech while 
I was an Athanasian ? I answer, I was not aware of the 
inconsistency between my common forms of speech and the 
theory I had adopted. If this be your case, you may pos- 
sibly be excused in respect to what is past ; but what will 
you do in time to come ?« 
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To evade the argument resulting from the use of singular 
pronouns and verbs, some- will probably say* that each Pef- 
*on in the Trinity is God* and may say lam God; and that 
when a singular pronoun is used for God, one Person only 
is intended* 

• In reply, the following questions may be asked* 

-.. 1. If each Person, as a distinct Person, may say /am 
God, will it not follow that there are as many Gods as Per* 
eons? 

• 2. If the term God be intended to imply three distinct 
Persons^ and each of those thiree, as a distinct Person* may 
say ImyGod f will it not follow that there are as many as 
nine Persons in the Godhead ? If the term God do really 
Jmply three Persons, then any .one who affirms that he is 
Gad*, affirms that he is three Persons; and three times three 
are nine* 

3. If there be three self-existent and co-equal Persons 
in the Godhead, can it be proper for either of the three to 
say /am God, and there is no Go* besides me? Whea 
any one Person adopts this language, does he not naturally 
exclude every other Person from the dignity which he 
elaims for himself? Suppose three Persons to be united 
as co-equal in one Government, under the title of llGngL 
would it be consistent for either of those Persons to say I 
am King, and thtfre is no King besides Mt ? If any one 
of tbe three should say thus, would it not be untrue in it* 
aelf, and a contempt of the other Persons i 

Supposing that you are of the number of Divines who 
venture to tell what is to be understood by the word Person 
as applied to the Godhead, and that by three Persona, von 
99£an u three Agents" I would here suggest some thoughts 
for your consideration* 

. , Those who avow, that, by three Persons, they under* 
ajaml thqee distinct Agents, allow to each of these Agents 
qelf-existence, independence, infinite intelligence, and al- 
mighty power, as distinct Persons. Of course, the three 
Persons are three infinite Agents. I would now wish to 
be informed, what more wou d be necessary to constitute 
three infinite Beings* And I would ask you seriously to 
consider, whether it be possible for you to form any idea of 
three infinite Agents, which does not involve the precis^ 
idea of three infinite intelligent Beings* 
D 
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I wtH next bring into view a text, in which the Father, 
the Son, and the Holt Ghost, are exhibited, that you 
tnay «ee to what the representation in the text would amount 
©n your hypothesis. 

The text we find, Acts<x. 38. " How God anointed 
Jesus of Nasareth with the Holy Ghost and with 
PowEft ; who went about doing good, and heaiing all that 
Were oppressed of the devil : for God was with him,'* 

Here, Sir., we have the Trinity fairly exhibited. But 
What would be the representation, if by the three be in- 
tended three infinite Agents ? Would not the representa- 
tion be distinctly this, that the first infinite AGtNT gave 
tiie third in pin it h Agfnt to enable the slcond infinuz 
AGtNT to perform miracles P 



LETTER IV. 

The Language of goodWriters in favor of what they mean 

to deny* 
REV, SIR, 

FOR the support of the doctrine, that the self-existent 
Cod is but one self-existent Person, my reliance is placed > 
, on the most obvious and natural import of ^Scripture lan- 
guage. It is, however, hoped, that it will not be deemed 
improper or unfriendly, should I avail myself of the reason- 
ings, concessions, and language, of Athanasian writers, 
for a farther illustration and confirmation of what I esteem 
*p be the truth* The authors, whose writings I shall quote, 
ave, in my opinion, deservedly in high estimation, as 
learned, discerning, and correct writers. And no author 
will be quoted or named with the least desire to provoke 
controversy, or in any respect to detract from his reputa* 
tion. 

I would now solicit your attention to some passages from 
Dr. Hopkins. In his chapter on the Unity of God, and 
tiie Trinity, to prove the Unity of God, or that there is 
but one God, he has made use of some arguments, which, 
if I mistake not, are of the same weight against the doc- 
trine of a plurality of self-existent Persons, that they are 
•against the doctrine o£a plurality of aelf-existent Gods.— *- 
Thus he reasons.... 
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a There can be "but one First Cause who exists necessa* 
t?Iv, and without beginning ; for there^can be but one in* 
iinite Being. To suppose another, or a second, necessarily 
excludes the first ; and to suppose the first, necessarily 
excludes the second, and any other/ infinite Being. The 
same is evident from the consideration of the Divine per* 
fections. God is infinite Po er, infinite Wisdom* But 
there cannot be two infinite Wisdoms, &c. for this implies 
a -on traduction." 

Yet, Sir, your theory supposes that there are three dis«- 
tinct self-existent and independent Persons, which, if I 
mistake not, as fully implies three u infinite Wisdoms," &(W 
as the supposition of three infinite Beings. 

Tbe Doctor proceeds...." Moreover, if we make the im- 
possible supposition that there are two or more infinite Sew- 
ings, they must be perfectly alike in all respects, or not* 
If not perfectly alike, and without any difference, in any 
respect, then one or the other must be imperfect ; for ab- 
solute infinite perfection admits of no variation or differ- 
ence : so that if any two Beings dtffer in any respect, they 
cannot be both absolutely perfect ; therefore cannot both be 
God. But if they are perfectly alike in every respect and 
every thing, then they are perfectly one and the same ; and 
the supposition destroys itself, being a direct contradic- 
tion." 

If this reasoning be conclusive, will it not apply, in the 
most v direct manner, to invalidate the theory of three self- 
existent and infinite Persons ? The three Persons must be 
perfectly alike in all respects, or not. If not perfectly 
alike, one or the other must be ^imperfect, and therefore 
cannot be God : " But if perfectly alike in every respect, 
then they are perfectly one and the same." 

Those who admit the Doctor's reasoning as conclusive 
against three infinite Beings, must, I suspect, to be con- 
sistent, reject the theory of three infinite, independent Per* 
sons. 

Dr. Emmons, in his Discourse on the Trinity, has made 
this concession...." Did the Scripture do trine of the Trini- 
ty imply that three Persons are one Person, or three Gods 
one God, it wou*d necessarily involve a contradiction."— 
Yet this correct writer has adopted forms of speech which 
evidently imply that one Person is three Persons. Such are 
the following...." God can, with propriety, say, I* Thou, 
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and He, and mean only Himself," — " Nothing short of 
three distinct Persons in the one undivided Deity, can 
render it proper for Him to speak of Himsf lf in the first, 
second, and third Persons, I, Thou, and He," — ''And so 
there h» a certain somkthing in the Divine Being, which 
Tenders it equa ly necessary that He should exist in three 
Persons." f 

In these passages, H*% Him, and Himself, are used 
as pronouns for God or Deity. And each of these pro* 
Uouns strictly conveys the idea of one Person only. Yet the 
Doctor supposed that this one He, or Him, might speak 
of Himself as three distinct Persons. 

Dr, Spring, in his Sermon on the self-existence of Christ, 
gives the following exhortation...." Let us then not deny 
the self-existence of God, nor the universality of His ex> 
Istence, nor that His indivisible essence comprises three 
distinct Persons." 

By the pronoun His, God is, in the first place, clearly 
considered as but one Person ; yet we are fervently exhort* 
cd not to deny that * His indivisible essence comprises 
three distinct Persons." 

Mr. Jones stands on similar ground. He says, " No 
sensible reason can be given, whjr God^ should speak of 
Himsflf in the plural number, unless He consists of more 
Peksoks than one." * 

And thus says Dr. Hopkins, u If there be a pOD, He 
does exist without beginning or succession ; and this is as 
much above our comprehension, as that He exists injruREE 
Persons.* 

To what, Sir, are we to attribute these solecisms ? Not 
to the want of mental energy ; nor to the want of piety j 
nor to the want of scientific or grammatical knowledge. 
But these worthy men had been conversant with the Bible, 
and from that source had insensibly formed the habit of 
usually speaking of God as only one Person j but this be* 
5ng contrary to the doctrine which they wished to support, 
they naturally involved inconsistency in their forms of 
speech. 

A volume, probably, might be filled with such sole* 
cisms from Athanasian writers. And indeed, Sir, I very 
much doubt whether you ever preached a Gospel sermon, 
or ever prayed five minutes, without using pronouns in <U* 
rect contradiction to yoijr theory , 
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LETTER V. 

The Mystery of the Trinity in Unity unfolded. 
REV. SIR, 

IN a former Letter, T observed to you, that Mr. Jone* 
considered the term God as of u plural comprehension." I 
therefore classed the noun God with other nouns of 44 plural 
comprehension," such as, Council, Senate, Triumvirate^ 
&c. — But since that time I again perused Mr. Jones' per- 
formance, and find that I did not fully comprehend his 
meaning. As I was reading his remarks on 1 Cor. viii. 6. 
** But to us there is but one God, the Father," I noticed 
this idea, u the one God, the Father, is the name of a na» 
ture under which Christ, as God, is comprehended." I 
was at first wholly at a loss for his meaning j it however 
soon occurred to me, that he considered the term God, in 
this case, as a general or generic term, comprehending a 
plurality of Persons, of one common nature; as Man is 
sometimes used for all mankind* I therefore pursued the 
inquiry, to ascertain, if possible, his real meaning. When 
I came to the part of his book, entitled, the " Conclusion^ 
jny apprehension was fully confirmed. 

In page 80, he says, "That the Persons of God a» 
three in number, precisely distinguished, on some occa- 
sions, by the personal names Father, the Word or Son, awj 
Jioly Upirit ; and also by different offices. That the same 
term is not always peculiar and proper to the same Person*^ 
because the words God, Lord, Jehovah, and Father, are 
sometimes applied to one Person and sometimes to anoth- 
er ; while at other times they are not personal, but general 
' names of the Divine nature" 

In page 81, he observes, ** There can be no real Unity 
in God but that of his nature,' essence, or substance, all of 
which are synonymous ternis." 

That the three Personsare of the same nature or essence, 
he considers as proved on this ground, u Because they par- 
take in common of the name Jehovah, which being inter- 
preted, means the Divine essence ; and what it signifies in 
one, Person it must also signify in the others, as truly as 
the singular name Adam, in its appellative capacity, ex* 
presses the common nature of all manktnd." 
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If this be the true Athanasian theory of the Trinity, it 
is not so mysterious as has been generally supposed ,; and 
I suspect, it will be a much less difficult task to explain it, 
than it wil* to reconcile it to the sacred Scriptures. 

It is obvious, from the passages quoted, that Mr. Jones 
considers the term God, as sometimes used, as a general 
or generic name, comprising a plurality of Persons of one 
common n ture, just as we use the term Man, as comprising 
the whole species. And he also supposes, that God is used 
in this sense as meaning the Divine nature, when it is said, 
** But to us there is but one God." 

And as he has given us plainly to understand, that u there 
can be no real Unty in God but that of his nature? it is 
manifest that, on this theory, the Unity of God is the same 
as the unity of Man. Mr. Jones supposes, that the three 
Persons in the Godhead are all of one nature, that is, of a 
Divine nature. So all the individual Persons of the human 
race are, in the same sense, one, they are of one nature % 
that is, human nature* 

The whole mystery of the Trinity in Unity, according 
to this theory, results from the ambiguous use of the terms 
God, Lord, Jehovah, &c. these terms being u sometimes 
applied to one Person, and sometimes to another ; while 
at other times they are not personal, but general names of 
the Divine nature. 19 When it is said, there are three Persons 
in one God, the word God is used " as the name of a na- 
ture ;* and the import is simply this, that there are three 
Persons of the same Divine nature. 

On this theory of the Trinity in Unity, I would suggest 
the following inquiries :.... 

1. Whether there can be any reasonable objections to 
the proposition, which affirms that there are as man) self- 
existent Beings as there are self-existent Persons ? While 
it has been maintained that there are three selt-existent 
Persons, it has been affirmed that there is but one self-ex^ 
istent Being. But if the Unity is no more than a unity of 
nature, why miy not each of th%Persons be considered as 
a distinct intelligent Being, according to the natural im- 
port of the word Person ? When the word Mam is used 
44 as the name of a nature," it comprises many intelligent 
Beings ; as many as it does of intelligent Persons. Why 
is it not thus with regard to that order of Persons in- 
cluded under the " general name" God ? 
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2. If it be admitted, that, when it is stated fn the 
Scriptures that to us there is but onf God, that the term 
God is used u as the name of a nature" comprising a plu- 
rality of Persons, what evidence can we have that the num- 
ber of Persons is limited to tftree ? Why may not that 
order of Persons, which is denominated by the u general 
name" God, be as great as the number characterized by 
the general name Man ? — The advocates for the theory 
will doubtless' say, that the Scriptures mention but three 
Persons ; but do die Scriptures say that there are no more 
than three Persons in the Godhead ? The Scriptures teach 
us, that there is one Goo, and that there is none other but 
He. And if such declarations do not limit the number of 
self-existent Persons, the limits are not ascertained in the 
Bible by any thing, with which I am acquainted. 

3. Will it not follow, from this hypothesis, that in thq 
sense that each of three Persons is called God, there are as 
many distinct Gods as there are distinct Persons ?— When 
the term God is used as " the name of a nature," or as u a 
general name for the Divine nature? it is easy enough to 
see, that in this sense there may be no more Grods than 
one ; but Mr. Jones does not suppose that it is always used 
in this sense ; he supposes the same name is sometimes 
used person lly, and applied " sometimes to one of the 
three Persons, and sometimes to another." This is pre- 
cisely the case with the word Man. It is sometimes usecl 
u as the name of a nature," comprehending the whole spe- 
cies ; yet at other times it is applied in a personal manner, 
sometimes to one Person, and sometimes to another.— 
John is a man, James is a man, and Peter is a man, &c» 
And when it is used in this sense, it admits of the plural 
number ; and we may say three men, or three hundred mem 
yea, in this sense there may be as many Men as Persons— 
And in the sense in which the Father is God, and Christ 
is God, and the Holy Spirit is God, why are there not as 
"many Gods as Persons ? It is a clear case, that if each of 
three Persons is one Man, those three Persons are three 
Men. And analogy will teach us, that if there are three 
Divine Persons, each of whom is one God, then those 
three Persons are three Gods. 

I am well aware, that this conclusion is not admitted by 
our Athanasian brethren \ but if it do not fairly result from 
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Mr. JoHes* premises, I shall rejoice to see die fallacy* of 
the reasoning detected* 

On the whole, the hypotbtj^s «ff Mr. Jones precludes 
the necessity of any distinctiorrtetween Person and Being* 
or intelligent Person and intelligent Being ; and under the 

feneric or general name God, it exhibits an order of sir* 
£eme and' self-existent intelligences, to each m 
whom the name God may be properly applied ; the fitm- 
ler of this order of diyime x&TELLiGENCEghe suppose* 
to be but three ; this, however, is only supposition ; there 
is no certainty in the case. The Divine nature is doubtless 
as extensive as human nature ; and if it include more than 
one self-existent Person, it may be impossible for us to see 
why it may not comprise as many Persons as human nature* 
And as Mr. Jones supposed that not only the word f God, 
Jmt also the word Lord, was used both as an u appellative" 
^general name, and also in a personal maimer as applica- 
ble, to each of the Divine Persons, the hypothesis seems t4 
f>pen the way for the re -admission of Lords many and God* 
many* 

In speaking of the three Persons in the Trinity, Dr. Em* 
mons says, M There is a certain something in the Divine 
nature which lays a proper foundation for these personal 
distinctions. But what that something is, can neither be 
described next conceived. Here lies the whole mystery of 
Ike Trinity." 

'* Had the good Doctor understandingly and belkvingly 
*ead Mr. Jones on the subject, he would doubtless have 
been able to describe that u certain sontETMiNGJ' as well a* 
Mr. Jones has 'done. For die " sometbthg" appears from 
Mr. Jones to be simply this f the Divine nature. Like human 
nature, may comprise a plurality of Persons. 

Thus I have endeavored to unfold the Athanasian mys- 
tery of. the Trinity % the business of reconciling it with the 
Bible, I shall, not undertake. 
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LETTER L 

Jtius Christ truly the Sox of God. 
9 *EV' SIR, 

THE 6rst proposition utokh t proposed to esttUiehwM 
tins, That die SuMtaif e Bbsm* or* self-existent God, i» 
&dy m&PEMm>H*' And fcU believed, tb*t, in proof of thia 
proposition, something has already been done* 

My second proposition is* 
- That Jesus Christ is truly the Soy of God*— If th© 
second proposition should be supported* additional evidence 
will appear in favor of the first. For according to you* 
theory, Jesus Christ is one of the three se&existont Per- 
sons, and is personally the self-existent God* But should} 
it appear that he is personally and truly the 60s of God, it 
will also appear that be is neither the self*exis**nt God, mat 
ftself«*xistent Pefsoa. For* to a discerning and unpreju- 
diced mad, it sms* he obviuns, that it is a natural iapos* 
sibility that the ansae Person, should bo truly the self-exist* 
ent God and truly the Sow of the sclf*eai*eent God* And 
so far as theoataral import of language it to be regarded, 
theunna a*^e***feit* &a imply a real and palpable con- 
tradiction. The term *W^r**#**e* is. perfectly apposed to 
die term Son, and the term Son is perfectly opposed to eeif* 
existence. If there be any term in our language which nat- 
urally implies derived existence, the term Son is of this im- 
port. And to affirarthat a Person is a derived self existent 
Being implies no greater contradiction than to affirm thai a 
Person is a self-existent Son. And to affirm that Jesus 
Christ is personally the self-existent God, and at the same 

8 
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&***<***% the, «otf of God, is peaciwdy tfc* sanje contradrc-. 
ticm that it would be to aftrm that the Prince of Wales is 
tm*r A3n£ Georgette 7 ffifr«*&s jn o tntfy the Son of King 
Goorge the Third, 

Theae things L have stated on the ground of th* natural 
^penning of terms. That the things I have stated are true* 
^coiding-to 4he-*at*ral «mport of language will mot, it id 
believed* be tatted by a*y person of good discernment and 

The proposition that Jeews Christ is truly the Son o* 

God, is so obvious hi ifs natnral import, and so plainly 

aoriptnmi, that many may suppose it requires neither ex- 

^tat w4on nor pffcto^p 7 . I&etftjrab 4s |he state of things in the 

ChrktianwrorkL, that both explanation and proof are necest 

<m*y. For although there is, perhaps, no one pppnt in which 

■Christians are more universally agreed than fa* calling Christ 

*ne Son o> Gen*, there is scawrelv-. any thing) about which 

Aey *re nwt* tfanded than that of the intended import oj? 

4ho*e 4ttann* £nt ^tnidsfc the variety of, npimsMis which 

iave been fora*tdo»»th* subject, the natural import of tho . 

words has been pretty uniformly rej&&ed' f < toil almost 

^ery other possible* meaning has been affixed to them, in 

jffefetfenceto that whteh th« wins naturally excite* Inr 

><hwd, it *eea*a tohave been generally takea ior granted, 

»that \t\% impt^lc with Godt* have a Son* . Atfcanasiann 

>appMO>/rannve taken AbUior granted ; ; and .finding, tfcafe dU 

*niikz tstk^ xk^n^^iurihv^s^to^in^^wnksH a»d4ivine hoo^ 

* *»* ? « * ascribed to hanvin the Scrip*!**** ttagr. have set i* 

idoam n»an>nnqnastkmaM»tgnA, that^Chfiet h» so far frojm 

*bting*thefct*»r)i Godwin to* natuml sens* of.tfae terms, 

that he is nW very* sn&eaatent God; >y*a* that very Gap* 

' of wboratthn Scatpttat^ decte^ Otbgff 

dnnoaainntinas, tafetag fa* granted the , same prhvcipk, haw 

ymwajai tfa*ftabieiw t? boa fry* ewettiure, nx>re or less 

ignited and endued* And thus* on the one hand or th# 

-other, al— Qsttrety poaaiUe grade of intelligent existence 

and dignity fta* been aJkared , hint, excepting that, which ft 

nateWiilly imported by4i» title J&* So* of Goat , . , 

. . Two ideas are naturally suggested by the title the Son 

of Gods ▼*>• ©rm« Oases* «nd Di vrwfc Dixaqrar. . 

By Dtim Origin, I domotiaaean that the Son of God is 
*o**/taf< intelligent Being ;. b^ a Being who properly <&~ 
jrowtfhia exrstencn and his nature from God. It has no V 
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^erllaps, tw^n tdam**iv H6 tafcke aAy dtahM*ioi>'hMNMirr 
derived existence and cretited exbtenbe ? bdt iB*lh&f*eaait% 
fcase'thfc attetlfitetian fcfcpiw* *ery feftportatiti Adam mm a 
freated being i Seth derived his exmtcraa fircm tHe cjmttir 
feature of Adatfl * and therefore & baaid* Adton>4*g&t a 
yon in Ms own flfcenes*.**' And* as Seth derived Hi»*aatf* 
fcnce ftotn 'the created nature o# Adam, bo, i* is battac^ 
lhatthe bfttr afcoo**Ei* *rtflt FafWBa ftMEanvEi}.Ht«?eju 
istence from the self»existea* aatare of God* In thb iwn 
tbnly do I taetttt tb pit** titartfce Sum tff Go<frta a 4ff oatf 
intelligence. ' * •**■<..■'» ••— r, 

" The hypothesis, that Jmi«€hi4irtistw»ythe 8«rofCW^ 
%y properly* deriving tofcs twftswuce and twufte **** 6odW 
ytln protoabty, by fnany, "be ptoiiotracbd w very ^pra* gba a i H 
"dity. "Arid tes, in my View, very wnch is depending op*hJa 
^>oitit, Vou wH! suffer ttie to be particular in the rxaaoaaa* 
tion.— ^Th^t {he terms the 9b* of God; as applied to Gbm% 
flo most tia^ur^y denote that ^^^imrwier mad nature wet* 
derived from Go©, iHlVH w believed, be graaaa* fty attj* 1 
Micious and impartial inqulifcrs* AaoVit daafrfiot dbeovat 
the greatest reveretlcfr for the llcriptims, Mr the- greatest 
*ense of dtfr*ywfl faWbWity* itetftf to ftjact/astriiairad^dta 
natural Import of inspired iafoguage* ; If there be >f*r 
ground on which die hvpdtbwis may b»p a u wo m ncediti»t«d» 
^t must be found either fa tlneiwr^ «» the uu*/ >.of ; Gad» 0^ 

But whatdo ?fe find in t We r*wi* atf God* by *r bkb it 
"may appear, that k is absurd ca supfosethatGrid haraaSfr* 
^^rbo has truly derfcr4d bts existence attd'*atttne fraabthe 
^Father?' In' I examining *e Work* of Gad* we £nd 1 
* to suppose thdt ©od feas ^gt*en eaiftaaca to* varkrcs j 
*t>F beings, <mtfc flataretf 1 J te rt Wey fiiaw Ma vnraa ; Aad b it 
"not quite as dflfccdl? to (jotictive, nnw Gwd «hb«id<g*r* *»> 
%tence te> beings by piofWcn »^fe?i, waih. aabfereifatottf 
"from his dwn\ 8* that he ahauld gtae antttaoer a>a Saai W% 
' derrfringius riatur* from the **aiher ? -, , . ■>- 

We also find, «hat God has eWued*ke variow trifeeaatf 
creatures with a power of prvcfitatfc*, by- nMdi thfcy pm- 
tluce offipring in their*- **m tHcenasi* .Wk^ is it**.** 
' possible that God should possess aha f ww aar af rpnoducing a 
Son ihlfcfe own'Hkeftess, or frid^ his owa nature^ as that ke 
SnoWd be ride to eftdue Ms creataret-wkhsoch apower^ 
May it not, tfeea^ be presomed, tkat-no aJ»aW'of,ev*fla»*e 
can be prodeced from the v>§rh oftQod, to iayatidato tfe 
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hypothecs' 'that Chris*,** tfic Sto* of God, po$mimgdi* 
vifte nature by defivedexftteiiee? .*->.....- 

What theft saith 'the Scripture* >W# may, in i*eply to 
<hh <jaestton, notice' several'things. ' •* ■ ■' •* .,.«.■! 
1. Dr. Hopkins has'*aid, '" The Redeemer is the Son of ; 
©od hi a peculiar and "appropriated »en«e % and by which he 
is 'distinguished front every other peraon4n the universe^ » 
—The Doctor adds, ■«* He i# mentioned as the Sok of God- 
:m«re than an hundred thne* in- the New Testament ; and 
ihS Father of Jesus Christ the Son, 4* motioned above twa 
hundred and twenty times;" / 

Thec o Tr e c tiie ss of * these stnt e tncn ts*is »#t doubted ; and* 
on the grouttd of them I may say, that, according to the. 
natural import of words* Jeaus Christ is,4n the New Testa- 
Bient,mbre than three hundred and tventv timrs Mention- 
ed as a derived iirrtLLicttHJE, an intelligence who has 
property der ved his existence and nature from *GocL For 
in contradistinction to angete and men, a&d to all. who may/ 
be called Sons of Godbv efwtffcj*, br€t&pti*n, fetus Christ * 
Is tfgSnfeittefy called *r»# Sow of Go* 

2» It is to be observed, that several -epkheta 4n*4tt*dat< 
with explicit design to preclude all mistake, and m%we*u$ . 
*neqttivoeal evidence that Jesus Christ »• the Sow of. God 
in the most* strict ■•sense of -the/term* H# 4s emphatically 
called GotPs **wrw*fe«*^ An* *r denote that God ha* no* 
other Bon in the sense in whteb £hriat isWsSoo, he 4s call- 
ed God^s mix Han* And more fully tfe express the kjkn 
that he; aadrhetuHy, properly rf^dtispa?4ib existence and mf»* 
t >fe "fihckEA Gad, 4ie is called ***vhe o»it bbqottew Son of 

"I vtmld here ask, whether it *,be pctnibl* . t* : find terms 
which >voiiM more clearty «nd >more'e#nph^tkally express 
the very thing which I' undertook to prove? If oo -further 
evidence eotold be produced fn^favor of the hypothesis, k 
would certainly require- something very substantial and 
pdsrdve to mvaitdate what has been already exhibited. 
Bdt additional * evidence . is yet to come. What hsm beep 
produced, is from the general and current language of the 
&ew Te*t«m*nt,wWe <m*y udd, 

'3. It appears* to fwve- bee* one particular design of the 
mirades which were wrought* by Christ, to prove d»t he. 
was the Sow«f God ;*&& that, as the Son, was ^nPoi the 
FatBEx into the world. ' 
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-Ckis***blto-th9 jkwa, ^¥e-sent untfr Jph*v and>ke>. r 
l#re witness of the truth. But I have gre&^r witness than v 
that of John; **» ite w*r4# whipl* the .Falser ,h**th<gU*|i 
me to finish, the same works? which I do* bear witness .0/ „- f 
me, ^hat>&Oi Father hath *?nt «*". Johnv. 33.+*3Q* . r 

The account that the J^ws se*t.m#a J^h% and tbetep, ,-> 
tituo*y ,be.g**e, w* have .r«W"46d iivthe first, chapter of m 
the same Gospel* . The tostitaopy is this, . u But he thjt^ 
stat me to baptize with water, the same said unt»qa^ ,. 
Uposxwhora thou sh*lt see the Spirit descending.aud, fe* „ 
roaining on him, the same is he which baptizeth with „the 4 
Holy Ghoa*. And I saw and bare record that this is thfi 
SoKofQpd." . * ........ .> 

This wsasthe troth to which John testified ; JbujuCfrrist T 
stated, that the works which he did were of greater weight J 
than the testimqny of John. ( And it is observable, jthat, at ~ 
it was oae design^of his mi$»c}e* to prove tjiat h$ was, th© ^ 
Sw of Ged v so this oopvicuou, was, produced in the injnds ,. 
of many upop, sfetpf the n^r^des which he perfqroi^d. J 
And though many of thf Jew^ rejected this testimony, ye| ^ 
reluctant dmik were constrained -to acknowledge hU.djigm*' 
ty and power as the *SW of God. . - ^ , . ^ *. 

4. Jesus Christ is the Faithful and True Witnessed he. . 
repe*te#y «flir*ae/l, " I Am \h&,S&x of God ;" aqdbe. also '„ 
abundantly affi> mod that God\was tm Fav*£*~ . • I 

.1 am oot mseofvUe, ;thafc oa th % gjroundr spme have ^ 
supposed that Christ m$|&t to,^Si^.his selirep^sjen*^ in-. ,, 
dependence. and co*etemitx iirith the Father. . B^ut sunejy „' 
1 can think of no words which would have been iees..c^ic^r - 
Jjrted to impress such afn ide^on an uj^rejfujiqfd «und. t * 
And had if been his design to affirm his %elf-ejf^|tenc^ f anfi " 
attfae same time, to ^mislead Aemin^^hishe^rers^jtkoow ,.. 
pot of anyjaqguage which would have been more .adapted 
to such a purpose. Would any perspn of cominop xlia- 
c&mm*nt?a*d oommon honesty- ever think 4rf>sse*ting that , 
he ** General .Washington, or that .he.persoaally . crusted „ 
aa.^ar/^, as General WashingipiH by,sayU»g f I am the, Son. 
of General Washin^on^an4 General Washington is myZ 
Fathm ?~But if Clhrist qieant to assert th^t h$ derived : 
his existence and : hf* itftfure from God as a. £>w frpm * " 
E&Tum* .what language could have heen. more* to tijs'jw- * 
pose Jten tbat which he adopted ? ( . tf * 

5. The awful display/ of Divine majesty and power, 
which were concomitants of the crucifixion of Christ, pro- 
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duced a donvictfravin tltetmirtlstff the Ce«ttiribn af&'otl&rir 
that Jesus was the Sow of : Gpd. * Nb# wheft the > Cetfi 
tartan, m& they that were tv th Mm, watching Jefeiis, saw* 
the earth quake, Mid those things that Were dotoe, the^ 
feared greatly 4 saying, Truly this Was the Stw'of HRoi>/» 
And according to the opinion of Saint Paul; he was i% de«? 
dared to be the'S&r of God with powef, according to the" 
spirit of holiness, by the resurrection from the 1 dead*"^ 
Kom. i« 4. 

- 6. That Jesus Christ is the 8©» of Gbd, was rfpfrini 
eipal article of primitive' Christian faith, and a principal 
doctrine of apostoik preachr g, • 

Christ questioned his disciples thus, " Whom do mea 
«ay that I, the Sen of man^ am ? They said, Some say 
thou art John the Baptist, some Elias, ahd others J ere* 
tnias, or one of the prophets. He saith unto them, But 
Whom say ye that I am f ' And Simon Peter answered and 
&iid, Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God.** ; 

Nathaniel, on becoming acquainted with Christ, saii 
tmto him, u Rabbi, Thou artthe Son 6f God?* ' 

When Christ questioned Martha respectfngher filth ft 
him, she replied, " I believe that thou art the Christ, the* 
Sow of God." 

After the ascension, when the Eunuch manifested a de- 
tire to be baptteed,- Philip ansWefred, **> ff thou believed 
With all thine heart, thou mayest." The Elmuch then ex- 
hibited his confession of faith; ** I believe that Jestis Christ 
is the Son of God." And on die ground of this professioii 
he was baptized. % 

Saint Paul having been 'converted and commissioned fot 
€he Gospel ministfy, " straightway he preached Chrifet in 
Ae Synagogues, tharhe is the Soar of God.** 
' And'the same doctrine he abundantly inculcated' in his 
Epistles. «<...• 

Dr. Hopkins has noticed, that the Apostle John M men? 
tioned Christ as the Sok of God, fifty times — and the Fa- 
ther of Jesus Christ the Son, more than one hundred * and 
thirty tiroes," in his Gospel and Epistles. And this same 
Apostk has spoken of faith in Christ, that he is the 9o» 
trf God, as though h were indeed of the highest hmportauce. 
* Whosoever shall confess that Jesus is the Sow of God, 
God dwclkth in him, and he in God. He that believeth 
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«R *jh* So* #f <^e>4, bafh the w&nesa b himself, ,W1j»$oi 
ever>denietk $\e Sp»*the safne hath not the father* Wh% 
^ he that overcoweth tfee.^yrlfl, but he t,hat fcfegrfA.thjiit 
Je*us. Cbriat is the >$o# of God I 

-• J^e^p J wx*jld take the liherty to propose a f Q w quest**** 
{s believing that Jesu* Christ is a a»nre *»<sa or at mere cee&t 
4^r#, believing j^haf; be is the -Sew. of God, God's own Son* 

toni.Y Bkfi/onrrkM.ol (the .father ? Agfun, I* believing 
t Jesus Christ is personally the self+fxistent Gvu* he* 
^ving tj*at he is truly , the *S;n of God 1 Does it .not ap- 
$ear, that be'ieying that Jesus Christ was. the Sort of God* 
was the orthodox faith in the first age of Christianity ? But 
^s this the faith of those .who call themselves the orthodox 
at the. present day ? * . 

To heliQye that Christ wpemenally the *elf-epcistenl God* 
fnd to .believe that Christ is truly the <SVw ^ (J/z>, are* in 
griy view,, very distinct things, ; and I cannot hut he ama£* 
edrth^t ideas. so perfectly (Ustiact shgtiLd. ever have beea 
admitted as. ope and the same. 

*~ {T. The selfnexisten^ aad ^otrewe Majestt, by a^ 
g^diWe. vojcfc from f^eaven, did. repeatedly confirm the 
tjruth whlP^ I have aimed to. support. 

** And Jesus* when he was baptized, went up straight* 
jH^,o^,pf,&e .water : and lo,the Heavens .were opened 
into hup* and hf aaw the jSpiriiof Cod descending . like a 
dove^an^ lighting upon hi 01 ; and lo ! a voice from Heaven, 
yyhp^h Th».j**T.**M*F£A Sow, in whom, I am weB 
jleased*" , 

Again, at the time of the transfiguration, " Behold, 9 
fcrgjht cloud overshadowed, them 4 and, behold,, a voice 
<*# #f the <rf<H*4t Vhich said, This is my beuoved Sov t m 
mhotn I am w*B pkaged * hear ye him." 
... fe Jt*jK*sJble« Sir, that any naaa can. attend for a moment 
to the natural import of these words from Heaven, an4 
j&e&bfelteve. t^pt God n*eanfc. to be understood as saying, 
TThis Person, who h?a heen^ baptized, and transfigured, is 
the .salf-«ist*nt Qod, co-etevnal with myself, and the selfc 
same Being ? 

... g*. The avowed design of St* John, in writing the his- 
tory of JesW Christ* is a proof that in, his* view Jesus w»£ 
truly, the Sq# of God. At the close of the 20th chapter* 
he says, u And inany pther signs truly did Jesus, in thf 
presence of his disciples, which are not written in thh* 
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book* But these are written that ye might believe &$t 
Jesus is the Christ, the Son of Gofr ; and that believing* 
ye might have life through his name." 

It has often been mtpptscd* and urged, that John wrot* 
his Gospel at the request of the Bishops of Asia, in sup- 
port of the Divinity of Christ, and in opposition to the her- 
esy of Cerinthus, and the Ebionites, who held, that Christ 
was a mere man. This may be very true ; but k does not 
hence follow,* that John wrote in support of your tiiews of 
the Divinity of Christ ; nor that your sentiments accord 
with his. And since John has himself told us his object 
in writing, we have no occasion to resoit to the supposi- 
tion of others to determine the point. And he tells us, iit 
the most unequivocal manner, that his object in writing 
was, that his readers might believe that Jeaus is the Christ, 
the Son of God. And if Jesus Christ was the Son of Gbd 
in the proper sense of the terms, he was truly a divine 
1pFRsoN,in opposition to the opinions of Ebion and Cerin- 
thus. 

You wU probably urge, that in the very first verse? of 
lis Gospel, John says, " The Word was God." This 'i* 
true ; and it is also true, that in the same verse, and in 
ttie next, he sa\ si " The Word was with God.* The 
God whom the Word was with, was doubt ! ess one God t 
and unless we are to suppose that John meant to affirm a 
plurality of self-existent Gods, he did not mean to affirm, 
that the Word was God in a sense which implied personal 
self-existence. Besides, the tide, the Word, or rfie Wor# 
of God, probably denotes tTiat the Son was the Medium 
of Divine man ifestation ; and hence we may easily inter; 
Uiat it was on the ground of a copfsTtrvr'to char act e* that 
the Son is called God. John proceeds to say, that al 
things were made by him ; and Paul tells us Acm>, that Hod 
M created all things by Jesus Cbrh>t" 
' In some future Letters, I shall more particularly show hi 
what sense Christ is called God. But I may here observe, 
that the general current of John*s Gospel corresponds witk 
what he says was his object in writing, viz. w That ye might 
Relieve that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God ; and 
that believing, ye might have life through his name.** 

In my next Letter, you may expect still further evidence 
that Jesus Christ is truly* the Son of God. 
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LETTER It. 
Additional Evidence **«* Cftrfe* is truhf the Son xfGod* 

• KEV. SIR* 

AS introductory to the arguments which I am about to 
tirge, I would suggest to your mind the following suppo* 
sitions. 

1. Suppose that God, in giving the ten coriihiandments 
on tables of stone, instead of writing the word sabbath-day 
ifa the fourth commandment, had left a blank ; and in giv- 
ing the fifth, he left a blank instead of writing the terms 
father and mother. 

2. Suppose he wrote & second time, and filled up those 
blanks with characters or words which had never before 
been seen or heard of by men* 

■ ^. Suppose he wrote a third time, and instead of leav- 
fog bl&aks for those words, or filling them with unknown 
characters ot terms, he* for sabbath*day, wrote birth-day ; 
and instead of father and mbther, wrote son and daughter; 
suppose also, that these words had never been understood 
by men to mean any thing different ffom their common ac- 
ceptation at the present day* 

Permit me now to ask, whether either of these modes of 
writing those commands could be considered as a revela- 
tion of die Oivine Will ? And would not the mode of 
^Writing birth-day for sabbath-day, "and son and daughter^ 
foxfSthet and mother, be as likely to mislead jhe minds of 
men, as writing in unknown characters, or even as leaving 
Hank spaces to be filled up by conjecture ? 

But what, you may ask, is the object of these extraordi* 
aary statements i My object, Sir, is this, to evince, that 
hi his communications to us* God must make use of lan- 
guage in a sense which agrees with some analogy, or his 
communications can be of no use to mankind, any more 
than unkrwwnxharactersy or blanks to be filled by conjee* 
ture. 

In a connexion as deeply interesting as^that of giving the 
law, God has made use of the terms the, Son oj God, mt 
Son> God's own Son, the only begotten Son of God* He 
has represented his love to us as being exceedingly jpreat, 
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on the following ground, " God so loved the world, that he 
gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in 
him, should not perish, but have everlasting life." " He 
that spared riot his own Son, but delivered Kitfi up for us 
all." " 

Such, you know, is the common representation in the 
New Testament. And being well acquainted with the 
natural import of the terms an own Son, an only begot- 
Yen Son ; and having an idea of the love of a father to an) 
own and only son ; the scriptural representations of the 
lpve of God towards us become deeply interesting and af- 
fecting. 

But the Athanasian theory represents the Son of God as 
personally the self-existent God, and the very same Beings 
of whom he is abundantlv declared to be the Son. And 
on this ground, the term Son is used in a sense foreign to 
^very analogy with which the human mind is acquainted ; 
as foreign as it would be to une birth-day for sabbath-day t 
qr son and daughter for father and mother. On this ground, 
tjie representations of God's love, and the scheme of salva- 
tion, are involved in unintel'igihle metaphor ; and we need 
an inspired Daniel to interpret the import of the term Son, 
as much as Belshazzar did to interpret the enigmatical 
hand-writing on the walk And until this interpretation be 
given, we have no definite ground on which to estimate the 
love of God ill the atonement made for the sins of the 
World. 

What has been now exhibited, is viewed as a very 
weighty argument against your theory, and in favor of the 
hypothesis that Jesus Christ is truly the' Son of God. — But 
there is another argument which, $jf possible, is still more 
weighty, to which we may now attend. 
. You cannot be insensible, that it is plainly and abundant- 
ly represented in the Scriptures, that the Son of God did 
really and personally suffer and die for us* And that on 
this ground, both the love of God and the love of his Soit 
are represented as having been manifested in a very extra* 
ordinary manner. And if the Son of God be truly the Son 
of God, a derived intelligence, these representations ntay 
be stricdy and affectingly true. For on this hypothesis, 
the Son of God may be the same intelligent Being as the 
apul of the Man Christ Jesus who suffered on the cross* 
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But your theory will not, I suspect, be found to admit, 
or support, any thing more than the shadow of the suffering 
and death of the Sow of Gcd. 

Writers and preacheis on your side of the question, do, 
indeed, often speak of the ab \sement, the sufferings, and , 
deaths of the Sow of God, as though they believed these 
things to be affecting realities. But, after all, what is the 
amount of these representations, upon your hypothesis ? 
You do not conceive that the Sort of God became united 
to flesh and blood as the soul of Jesus Christ. So far from 
this, you suppose the Sow of God was personally the seif- 
existent God , and instead of becomng the soul of a human 
body, you suppose he became im sterionsly united to a 
proper Man, who, as distinct from the Son of God, had a 
true body and reasonable soul. And I think, Sir, it will 
be found, that on thi* Man your theory lays the iniquities 
of us all ; — that this 31* in, and not the Son of Cdid, en- 
dured the stripes by which we have healing. .For while 
you maintain that the Sow was personally .the. only liv- 
ing and true God, you very consistently affirm that " he 
did not suffer in the least in h s Divine nature, biit 
altogether in his human nature." And what is this but af- 
firming that he d d not suffer at a'l as the Soh.of C^oD, but 
only the Man yesus suffered, to whom the Son wa^iuhited"? 
As, on the Athanaaian hypothesis, the Mail Otrist Jesus 
and the human nature are the same, *o the Stih or self-ex** 
istent God and the Divine nature of Christ are the same* 
You suppose the Son as incapable of suffering as the Fa- 
ther, and he did not in reality personally suffer on the 
cross any more than the Father did;' nor any more than 
either of them suffered while Cranmer was burning at the 
stake. How then does it appear, that *' God spared not 
his own Son" i ' >. t „ , 

You will probably plead, that «he Man Jesus was united 
to the Person of the Son of God, and that Person suffered 
in his human nature. But, Sir, as you predicate personr 
ality on the Son or Divine nature, and do not allow per- 
sonality to the human nature, it will, I suspect, be difficult 
for you to prove that any Person suffered on the cross : 
for the sufferings fell simply on a nature to which you do 
mot allow personality. * As, in your view, the Son was the 
self-existent God, and could not suffer in his Divine nature* 
*£ could not suffer m any[ nature. The man was only an 
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appendage to his Person, mysteriously connected ; ancfcyet 
so far was the union from being very intimate or essential, 
that the appendage or the Man might suffer the severest 
agonies, and the Son or *fal Pmrson be at the same time 
■ in a state of infinite felicity. 

Abraham's offering his son Isaac, has long been consicU 
cred as typical of the conduct of God in giving his Son to 
die for us. Suppose we should add to the scriptural ac~ 
count the following ideas — That Abraham knew before* 
hand that his son was incapable of suffering, and that all 
the sufferings would fall on another man, to whom his son 
was mysteriously united ; and that Isaap also understood 
the matter in the same light when he consented to be bound 
and laid upon the altar. Would not this additional account, 
if believed, depreciate, in our estimation, the conduct of 
Abraham, and Isaac at the rate of ninety-nine per cent. ? 

^his illustration may serve to show how much your 
hypothesis, when understood, tends to lower down our 
ideas of the greatness of the love of God in giving his Sow 
to die for us ; and also the love and submission of the Son 
in consenting to make his life an offering for our sin. — J 
would, however, by no means intimate, that you, and 
others, view the love of God in this depreciated light. 
For I think it probable that it is with you, as I am sensi- 
ble it was with myself-r^the plain representations of Scrip- 
ture, by the help of analogy, superseded the fipercf qf 
theory. 

It has been, and I think justly, supposed, that the dignity 
of the Son of God gave value to the sufferings of the cross. 
And if we consider the Son of God to be what his title 
imports, a derived Intelligence of Divine origin and dig~ 
nity, the one by whom God created the world, by whoqi 
or in whom he appeared to the ancient Patriarchs, by 
whom he conducted the children of Israel from Egypt 
to Canaan ; if we consider this se f-samc Intelligence 
04 «»» personally and realty suffering the death of the cross y 
we may perceive something, in vjev? of which we may 
Well exclaim, * Behold what manner of love !" 

But if the sufferings of the cross did not really fall on 
that very Son, who had sustained pre-existent glory in the 
* & form of God," but on a man who had existed less than 
forty years, who had a^ted in public character not more 
than four or five ; how small the degree of condescension on 
the part of the sufferer^ how small the display of the hv* of 
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God, and of what diminished value are the sufferings of the 
xross ! In the Assembly's Catechisn\we are taught, that 
" # Christ's humiliation consisted in his being, born, and that 
in a low condition, being made under the law ; undergoing 
the miseries of this life, the wrath of GoJ, and the cursed 
death of the cross ; in being -buried, and continuing undet 
the power of death for a time," 

Yet this same Catechism teaches us to be'ieve, that Je«* 
sus Christ was personally co-eternal with the Father, and 
the self-existent God. I will then ask, whether there be 
one particular, of what is said respecting the humiliation of 
Christ, which ,can possibly be true? Was the self-existent 
God ever born ? Was he ever in a low condition ? Was 
he ever made under the law ? Did he ever suffer the 
wrath of God, or the cursed death of che cross? Wa» 
God ever buried ?— If the self-existent God has not passed 
through such scenes, then the Son of God has not, accord- 
ing to your doctrine respecting the Son, Therefore, ac- 
cording to your theory, all the abasement* which can be 
supported, falls on the Man to which the Son was united : 
And this Man you suppose had no existence until he was 
conceived in the womb of the virgin Mary ; of course, he 
had no glory to leave, or lay aside, when he came into the 
world. As he never had been rich, it was impossible for 
him to become poor for our sakes. He had no opportuni- 
ty to say, ♦* Lo, I come to do thy will, O God ;" and so far 
as his humiliation consisted in * 4 .being born, and that in a 
low condition," there was nothing voluntary in it ; and it 
could be' no evidence of any love or condescension ill 
him. 

* To make out your theory of the humiliation and abase- 
ment of the Son of God, you have to take into view two 
distitoi intelligent Beings ; one of which you affirm to be 
the ip&existent God, and the other a proper Man. This 
God, or Son of God, you find had been in a state of pre- 
existent dignity and glory ; and he, as you suppose, was 
united mysteriously to a Man ; this Man was born in low 
circumstances, endured the m series of this life," and suf- 
fered death on the cross ; and by virtue of his union to 
*be Son of God, he was enabled to bear a vastly greater 
♦weight of suffering than he could otherwise have endured. 

* But, Sir, is this all that is, intended by God's sparing 
for nis own Son ? Is this the way in which the Sotf of 
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God bare our sins in his own body on, the. tree ? Wha^ 
Sir, was the real condition of the Son of God,the sclf-exist- 
«dt God, from the birth of the Man Jesus till this Mad 
tose again from the dead ? Accord ng to your theory, the 
Son of God, during the whole of that period, was in a state 
#f infinite glory and felicity ; and as incapabte of suffering 
the agonies of death, as the Father. How then can/it be 
true, that "Though a Son, yet learned he obedience by 
ftdf things which he suffered ?" As it respects the real char* 
meter of the suffering Savior, what is your theory bet* 
fer than Socinianism enveloped in mystery J 



LETTER III. 

Jfo Absurdity in the Hypothesis that Christ is truly the Soul 

of God. 

REV. SIR, 

WH AT has been exhibited hi the preceding Letters, 
ij> is hoped, ^f\\\ be sufficient to satisfy impartial minds that 
the Scriptures afford abundant evidence that Jesus Christ 
is truly the Son of God* But a contrary belief has been 
co long and so generally prevalent, tbfrt it may be necessary 
to say something farther on the subject, with a view to 
^show that the natural import of die terms the Son of Go0, 
or God's own Son, implies no contradiction or absurdity. 

That God is a self-existent Being, is acknowledged by 
all Christians ; and I shall freely admit, that it is impossi* 
hie with God to beget or produce a self-existent Son* 
But what have we to do with the mode of God's existence, 
in determining whether it be possible with him to produce 
a Son ? What have we to do with the mode of Adam's ex- 
istence* in determining whether Seth could be his Son? 
Respecting Adam, it is said, "The Lord God formed 
man of the dust ef the ground, aad breathed into his nos- 
trils the breath of life, and man became a living soul." And 
probably Adam was a man in size or stature at his first ex- 
istence. Could not Seth be the son of Adam, unless the 
aao^e of his haying existence was the same with Adam's £ 
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* When Adam was in existence, he had a nature by which 
he y&s distinguished from God and from Angels. Such * 
nature Seth derived from Adam. Self-existence may b* 
essential to the Divine nature in God, and proper creation 
flight be essential to the human nature in Adam. And a* 
human nature m Seth might be derived from the created n&* 
tare of Adam, why may it not be .true that Divine nature m 
the Son was derived from the ttelfrexistent nature of God ? 
We often speak of Divine natufe, angelic nature, tad hu* 
%nan nature ; bat v*hat do we know of either, excepting 
certain properties, attributes, or qualities ? Are we not # 
unable to tell what is the radical difference between an An* 
gel and a human soul ? Yet we believe there is some rad- 
ical distinction. So we may, be, unable to ascertain the 
radical distinction between the Divine nature, and human 
nature, exclusive, of the different modes of existence* 
Yet, aside from those attributes which simply **f*et th*r*jype 
modes of existence, there may be some radical difference 
between those natures. If we suppose this diversity of 
natures to result from the diversity of attributes or qualities 
united! yet there may be some property, attribute, op qual- , 
ity, by which one nature is distinguished from another* 
and the distinguishing property of nature may be wholly un- 
known to us. 

Are we not, Sir, too ignorant of the nature of Goo, t* 
pronounce that there is nothing in his nature which may be 
properly derived in the existence of an own Son ? It may 
not be necessary that every attribute of Deity should be 
s communicable or derivable in order that he may have an 
own Son. Among the children of men, it is not necessa- 
ry to the existence or the idea of a son, that he should pos- 
sess all the attributes, .properties* or qualities of his father* 
Nor is it necessary that lie should possess no other attri- 
butes but such as were possessed by his father. Among 
the seventy sons of Gideon, perhaps, there were no two 
that perfectly resembled each other in their attributes, prop- 
erties, or qualities ; and probably no one who was the per~ 
feet likeness of his father. So Jesus Christ may have tru- 
ly derived his existence and nature from God, and yet not 
possess every attribute of the Father. v 

Jesus Christ was the Son of David, according to the flesh*; 
yet we believe his body was not produced by ordinary 
.federation.; but as Mary was of the seed of David, and as 
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tfie body of Christ was derived from her, Christ is Cafiecf 
David's Son. Had he not properly derived any properties 
from David, he could not with propriety be called the Sort 
<rf David. And if his spirit or soul had not been as prop- 
erly derived from God, as his body was from David, it is 
difficult to see why he should be called the Son of God, or 
God's owk and only Son. 

It has been said by a respectable writer, that ** it is total-* 
ly incon eivable that a derived, dependent nature, should 
really possess any of those Divine perfections which es- 
sentially belong to an underived, independent, self-existent 
Being.* L 

H »d the word exclusively been used instead of the word 
u essentially? the observation Would have been unexcep- 
tionable. Self-existence and independence belong to God, . 
not only "essentially" but exclusively. But knowledge* 
power, and holiness, are essential attributes in God, and yet 
knowledge, power, and holiness, may be communicated, 
not only to a derived but to a created intelligence. God 
may, indeed, possess these attr butes in an unlimited ex- 
tent, while in other beings they may be limited ; but these* 
attributes may be of the same nature in men that they are 
in God. 

That God does communicate knowledge, power, and ho* 
liness, will, it is believed, be granted by most Christians. 
Nor may we set any limits to the degree in which they 
may be communicated, unless we may limit the Divine 
Power of communication. 

However, I have no occasion to maintain that Christ did* 
with his existence as a Son, derive any attribute of Deity 
in the extent in which it is possessed by God* Had he 
been personally self-sufficient and all-sufficient^ he would 
have had no occasion for God's giving him the Spirit with* 
cut measure. He might, with his existence, derive so much 
of the Divine nature as to be truly the Son of God ; and 
yet he might be the Almighty, and the Searcher ot 
hearts, by the indwelling ot the Father, or the fullness of 
the Godhead. 

When men are renewed in the temper of their minds, 
they are said to be ** born of God," to have the image of 
God on their hearts ; and on this ground they are denomi- 
nated Sons of God. For that which is begotten, dr produ- 
ced, in them, is truly of a Divine nature* It is that holiness 
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%i heart which is the glory of the Divine character. There 
Is nothing more essential, or more excellent, in God, than 
holiness ; this we see may be derived as the attribute of ft 
dependent being* And this holiness is precisely of the t 
same nature in men that it is in God. Its nature is not 
changed by being derived or communicated. As that 
which is born of the flesh is flesh, so that which is bom of 
the spirit is spirit — it is of the same fcejy nature as the 
spirit by Which it is produced. 

Will it be denied, that holiness is the excellence of all ex- 
cellences in the Div ne existence and character ? And if 
that which is essential to the Divine existence may be com- 
municated or produced as the attribute of a dependent 
agent, by what principles of revelation, or philosophy, can 
it be affirmed, that it is impossible with God to produce 
an intelligent existence from his own nature? If God, 
' from his own nature, may produce his morxxl image y why 
may he not produce > his natural image ? And why may 
not Jesus Chris^be as truly the "image of the invisible 
God," as Sett was the likeness of Adam I 

Holiness 4& as self-existent in God, as any attribute of 
the Divine nature ; yet holiness may be produced as the 
attribute of a dependent agent. And if one attribute, which, 
is self-existent in Deity, may be produced or derived, as 
the attribute of a dependent agent, without any change in 
its nature, what evidence can we have that other attributes, 
properties, or qualities, which are self-existent in God, 
may not be properly derived ? Yea, by what evidence catt 
.it be made to appear, that all the radical and essential prin- 
ciples or properties of intelligent existence* may not have 
been properly derived from the Divine nature in the per- 
son of God's own Son ? . * • 

From the circumstance, that holiness is of the same na- 
ture in angels and men that it is in God, we may easily 
discern that the term self-existence ought not to be used as 
expressive of the nature of Divine attributes, but only to 
express the mode of their existence. And the same may 
be said of the terms eternity, independence^ and infinity* 
Iti God, holiness is self-existent, eternal, hidependeni, and 
infinite* But considered as the attribute ef a dependent, 
created agent, an angel or a man, neither of these epithets 
can be applied. Yet holiness may be of the same nature 
in men, in angels, and in God* Why may not the yarns 
G 
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4fe tine respecting otker attributes or <juaJUies of the Di- 
vine nattrre? ^ i 
* Some additional light may possibly be obtained, by at r 
tending to the idea of supernatural or superhuman powers, 
with which God, at some times, endued human beings.-— 
Sampson, at some seasons, was weak like another man; 
l*ut when the Spirit of the Lord came upon him, he was 
*ble to perform prodigies. This supernatural strength, it 
"appears, was immediately derived from God, Yet while 
Sampson possessed this strength, it was truly his strength ; 
and he was no more dependent on God for the strength by 
•which he x performed the wonderful things recorded of him, 
than I am for the strength by which I move my pen* . 

The prophets were endued with supernatural foreknpwl* 
«dge, by which they were enabled to unfold the volume of 
futurity, and predict events not only hundreds but thousands 
of years before the rtime in which the predictions were to 
*e fulfilled. 

By a baptism of: the same Spirit, the apostles were in* 
stantaneously endued, and enabled to speak in foreign lan- 
guages which they had never studied. V~ 

These supernatural powers were but occasional properties 
or attributes of the several persons who possessed them* 
But while they were possessed, . they were personal proper- 
ties or attributes. Those persons were truly endued vjith 
-power from on high. The prophets foresaw as the Spirit 
gave them foreknowledge; and the apostles spake as the 
Spirit gave them utterance. This Spirit was the Spirit of 
"God ; and when it was given in an extraordinary manner* 
men were enabled to do extraordinary things. When men 
-have been 'thus endued, they: have possessed extraordinary 
portions of Bivine sufficiency ; and these portions of suf- 
ficiency, it appears, they possessed by** communication of 
Divine fatness* Nor is there »y evidence that God might 
not, if he pleased, endue every individual of the human 
race with the strength of Sampson, the foreknowledge of 
Daniel, and th? gift of speaking all human languages : and 
tnese, if he pleased, might be, continued as permanent at- 
-tributes of character. 

From what has been exhibited, it is pretty evident, that 
created intelligences may, by the pleasure or* God, possess 
holiness, knowledge, and power, which are truly of a Di- 
amine nature. May we not properly say, that Sampson 
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"possessed an extraordinary measure of Divine power* ami 
that the prophets and apostles possessed an extraordinary 
measure of Divine knowledge ; and that all holy beings do 
partake of that attribute which is the glory of the Divine 
>, nature ? 

If the attributes of holiness, knowledge, and power, may 
be properly communicated from God to dependent agents^ 
and in sucn a manner as to become personal properties or 
attributes of these agents, what properties of intelligent ex» 
istence may not be properly derived from Deity, as a stream 
from a fountain, or as a Son from a Father ? 

The communication of these atti ibutes, from a self-exist- 
ent to a derived agent, seems to imply something distinct 
from these attributes as the Being who is the recipient of 
these communications. But what that is which constitutes 
Being, distinct from such properties or, attributes, is per* 
haps beyond the reach of mortal discernment* I have not, 
however, made this remark with a view to deny the exist* 
ence of Being, as distinct from all we know of attributes 
or properties. The language we use, and the language of 
the Bible, naturally imply a recipient or receiver of Divine 
communications; and that Being does imply something 
more than all we know of properties, attributes, or qualir 
ties. If any thing be communicated from one agent to 
another, there must be an agent or capacity to receive suck 
communications. 

But if, from his own self-existent nature, or fulness, 
God may communicate the'attributes of knowledge, power, 
and holiness, to created intelligences, so that they shatf 
possess, in measure, these attributes es derived excellence** 
what evidence can be foond to invalidate the hypothesis 
that the existence of die Son of God was properly derived 
from the Divine nature i 

Angels and samts are called sens of God ; yet Christ is 
God's own and owlt Son; the owl.* begotten of the Fa» 
ther. The primary and radical distinction may pomUy 
be this : angels and saints, as created intelligences* may- 
derive from the Divine nature tome attributes or properties 
while God's own Son may derive not only some attributes* 
tart his very Being or Existence, from the Divine WKur*> 
* Some may imagine, that I ham labored bard, m this in- 
vestigation, to support a seif+ifrvimted theory. Bat this is 
not the case ; I have beea*labori«g to support the primitive? 
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Christian faith, that Jesus Christ is TkULY the Sbtr of 
God j God's own and only Son; and to rescue the plain, 
abundant, and emphatical language of Scripture, from the 
Strong prepossessions of my fellow Christians. 

Dr. Spring s<ys, u The Scriptures were inspired, to in- 
struct common readers, by using words according to their 
common acceptation, and not to confound them by an abuse 
of language."* 

Had the principle advanced in this excellent remark been 
understood and duly regarded, I should have had no oc- 
casion for a labored discussion to prove that Jesus Christ 
?s truly the Son of God. But the plain meaning of the terms 
has been so involved in the labyrinth of controversy, and 
the mists of prepossession, that it has required some forti- 
tude to assert, and some labor to prove, that the concurrent 
testimony of God, of Christ, and the Apostles, is to 
be regarded as a correct expression of the truth. Yea, I 
have been laboring to prove, that these Witnesses, used 
44 words according to their common acceptation," and that 
they did not mean "to confound us by an abuse of language?* 

Had the plain and natural import of language been here-* 
tofdre duly regarded, an attempt to prove that Christ is 
truly the Son of God, would have been as needless, as an 
attempt to prove thjtt Isaac was truly the son of Abraham* 

POSTSCRIPT, 

THERE are some who predicate *e Sonship of Christ 
simply on the ground stated by die Angel to Mary, w ThQ 
Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, and the power of the ' 
Highest shall overshadow thee : therefore that holy thing 
which shall be born of thee, shall be called the Son of God." 

That this text contains a reason why Christ, in his int 
carnate state, should be called die Son' of God, I will not 
•deny ; and if I were in the habit of believing that the soul 
or spirit of Christ had no pre-existence, I should readily 
admit this as the only ground on which he is called the 
Son of God. But even on such an*hypothess, nothing 
could be made to appear against the supposition that his 
existence was truly derived from Gqd, in a sense by which 
lie is distinguished from every other intelligent being. 
But I as fully believe that the Son of God, as an intelligent 
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Being, existed before the world, as I believe that he now 
exists* 

Some will probably object, that it is unaccountable and 
inconceivable how God should have a Son. But you, Sir, 
I trust,wHl not make the incomprehensibleness of the mode 
of Divine operation an objection to the theory* For thi$ 
hypothesis is far more consistent with all we do know, than 
the supposition of three infinite Persons in one intelligent 
Being. The hypothesis which I have proposed contra- 
dicts nothing which vrt>inow of Person, of Being, or of 
God. It is doubtless repugnant to what some men have 
thought ; but it may be presumed that it is not repugnant to 
what is known by any man* Nor does the hypothesis im- 
ply any thing more inconceivable, unaccountable, or incom- 
prehensible, than what is implied in the existence of every 
other intelligent being in the universe. How God exists 
without any cause, and how he could give existence to an- 
gels, or to men, ,are as perfectly inconce vable to us, as how * 
he could give existence to an own Son. And I may ask * 
the objector, whether it be more inconceivable to us how 
God could have an own Son, than it is to conceive horv or 
why such a thing should be impossible with Him ? If we 
are to draw our conclusions from all we know of God by 
his works and by his word, we have surely as much ground 
to say that such a thing is possible, as we have to say it i» 
impossible* 



LETTER IV. 

The Divine Dignity of the Son of God. 

EEV. SIR, 

WHATEVER may be the apprehensions of others f * 
respecting i»y attempt to prove that Jesus Christ is truly 
the Son of God, you may be assured, Sir, that it has been* 
no part of my object to degrade his character. If it did not* 
seem # " light thing" to David to be a "King's Son-in-law™ 
it surely ought not to be viewed by us degrading to Christ, 
to consider him as God's own and only Son. — And I shall 
now attempt to show, 

That the Son of God is truly a Person of Divine Dignity* 
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No principle, perhaps, has been more universally a<$* 
mitted, than this, that a son derives dignity from illustrious 
parentage. 

The Jews, to whom Christ made bis appearance in the 
flesh, were well acquainted with this principle ; and though 
many generations had intervened, they still gloried in the 
idea that they were the descendants of the illustrious Pa- 
triarch Abraham. 

There is, perhaps, no nation, whether barbarous, civil- 
ized, or christianized, in which tfee principle is not admit- 
ted. The sons of Emperors, Kings, and Noblemen, are 
considered as deriving dignity from their respective fa- 
thers. And the derived dignity of each is according to the 
acknowledged dignity of his father.— But iqore especially 
is the Jirst-born or only son of a King, of Emperor, con- 
sidered as deriving royal or imperial dignity by royal or 
imperial descent. It is indeed true, that a son of the most 
tenowned and worthy King may, by vicious or disobedient 
conduct, forfeit his derived dignity, and subject himself to 
the displeasure of his father, and to general infamy ; but 
this forms no ground of objection to the principle of deriv- 
ed dignity. And on the same principle that a worthy son 
of a worthy King derives royal dignity, the Son of God 
derives Divine dignity. And on the same principle that 
the most worthy son «of the most renowned King derives 
higher dignity than the son of a common peasant, the de* 
rived dignity of the Son of God will appear to be infinite. 
For his Father is infinitely illustrious. This must certain- 
ly be the case, unless the Son has done something by which 
hehas forfeited his claim. But that he has not, we have 
the highest ground of assurance ; twice by an audible voice 
from Heaven, God has proclaimed his perfect satisfaction 
in his Son, by saying, " This is my beloved Son, in whom 
Jam well pleased. 77 And we have still farther assurance of 
the same thing, by the high and important offices with 
which God has invested his beloved Son. 

It has sometimes been the case in earthly governments, 
that a King's son, who was well beloved of the father, has 
been admitted, during the father's life, to a joint partici- 
pation in the government, and invested by the father with 
kingly authority. Such was the case with Solomon, the 
son of David. Solomon derived his authority from David* 
and by the pleasure of David he was crowned King - 9 but 
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Solomon was as truly the King of Israel as though he had 
possessed the same authority by self-existence. 

If it be true, that God has an own and only Sox, in 
whom he is well pleased, it would be natural to expect that 
he would delight to honor him in the highest possible man- 
ner. 

Moreover, any wise and benevolent King, beipg about 
to invest his son with kingly authority, would, were it in 
his power, endue his son with every qualification or attri- 
bute which Would be requisite to the most perfect and hon- 
orable execution of the office which he was to sustain. And 
such we may suppose would be the pleasure of God respect- 
ing his Son. Nor may we suppose any insufficiency in 
God, in respect to communicating of his own infinite ful- 
ness to the Son, in whom he is ever well pleased. 

Let us now examine the sacred Oracles, to see whether 
these reasonable expectations are justified by revealed 
facts. 

In respect to communicated fulness or sufficiency, we 
have the following declarations.... 44 He whom God hath 
«ent, speaketh the words of God ; for God givtth not the 
Spirit by measure unto him." John Hi. 34. ' 

44 For it pleased the Father, that in him all fulness should 
dwell." Col. i. 19. - 

44 In him dwelleth all die fulness of the Godhead bodily." 
Col. ii. 9.* 

Such then has been the pleasure of God in respect to en- 
duing his Son with Divine sufficiency. If by a portion or 
measure of the Divine Spirit, the apostles were instantane- 
ously endued to speak a number of languages which they 
had never learned, what may not the Son of God be able 
to do, who has the Spirit without measure I And if it hath 
pleased the Father that all fulness should dwell in his 
Son, we can with no more propriety set bounds to the suf- 
ficiency of Christ, than to die fulness of the Godhead. 

Thus we find one of the reasonable expectations justifi- 
ed by plain and positive declarations of Scripture. 

We have next to show, that God has manifested a dis- 
position to honor his Son in the highest possible maimer. 

As the first token ot this disposition in God, we mav no- 
tice that God constituted his Son the Creator of the 
world. In this great and astonishing work, a surpriziag 
display was. made of the power, the wisdom, and the good- 
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-ness of God. But ifn this work, it appears that the So* 
was honored as the constituted Creator ; for we art 
expresslv told, that God "created all things by Jesus 
•Christ." Eph. iii. 9. 

The work of creation is sometimes expressly attributed 
to God, and sometimes as expressly attributed to the 
-Word or Son of God : and from these representations 
many have argued that the Son and God are the same Be-* 
ing. But it is thought that this conclusion has been, too 
hastily adopted. For if G/ij> created all things by Jesus 

. d RfSTj the work oj creation may, with great propriety, 
be attributed to either the Father or the Son ; and yet they 
may be two distinct intelligent Beings*— God spake by the 
Prophets ; and what the Prophets said, may, with pro- 
priety, be attributed to either GoD or the Prophets : but 
it will not hence follow that God and the Prophets are but 
one and the same intelligent Being. As the Prophets were 
constituted Mediums and Agents in foretelling events, 
so Christ was the constituted Creator of all things in 
Heaven and earth. 

/ In the next place, we may observe, that the Son waft 
constituted the Angel of God's Presence, or the Me- 
dium by which God appeared or manifested himself to the 
ancient Patriarchs. 

We have many accounts of God's appearing to Abra- 
ham, to Isaac, to Jacob, and to Moses ; and seeing' these 

•visible manifestations, is several times represented as see- 
ing God. Yet the matter is so explained in the New Tes- 
tament, as to give us reason to suppose, that all these visi* 
ble manifestations of God's Presence were made in the 
Person of the Son of God. For it is said, " No man hath 
seen God at any time ; the only begotten Son, who is in> 
the bosom of the Father, he hath declared him," or mani- 
fested him. The Son, in those appearances, was usually 
denominated the Angel of the Lord. And when this 
Angel was employed by God, as, the Conductor and Guar- 
dian of the people of Israel in their journey from Egypt to 
Canaan, God gave this solemn caution to the people, " Be- 
ware of him, and obey his Voice ; provoke him not : for 
he will not pardon your transgression ; for my Name is in 
htm." By Name here may be understood, dignity, Jul' 
ness, and authority. And as God thus dwelt in the Son, 
ancLmanifestpd his dignity, fulness, and authority, through 
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*he Son, Isaiah deodninate* the Son the Aagel of Gotfs 
Presence—' 4 And the Angelrof his Presence saved them." 
Accordingly those visible dftanifestatians are sometimes 
represented as the appearance of God, and sometimes as 
*he appearance of the Ahobjl of the Lord, or the Angel 
of God: And what was spoken on those occasions is 
sometimes represented as spoken by God, and sometimes 
as spoken hy the Angel ; just as the work of creation is 
sometimes attributed to God, and sometimes to the Son of 
-God. And as God manifested himself thus in the Person 
of his Son, so the Patriarchs considered God as present in 
those visible manifestations. 

And as all the covenant tran s a ct i on s w ith Abraham , I saac, 
and Jacob, were performed on God's part through the me- 
dium of the Son as the. Angel ofhh Presence, so the Pro- 
phet Malachi stiles him the Messenger or Angel of the 
covenant. 

j Thetfe is, howeVdr, another around on which Christ 
/may be called the Messenger of the covenant. He was 
^eminently the Seed promised in the covenant with Abra- 
ham, in whom all the families of the earth were to be 
, blessed. And he, was the Messiah ; and as the Messiah 

* was included in the promises of the covenant* so Christ 
may be called the Messenger or Angel of the covenant, as 
he was sent "by God in the flesh according to covenant. 

I am not, Sir, . alone, nor an original, in considering the 

-Son of God as the Medium of Divine manifestations.-*- 

Athanasian writers have done the same. But is it not a 

manifest impropriety to consider a Being as the Medium of 

• his own manifestations i If Christ be truly the Son of God, 
'he may be truly the Medium through which God manifests 
-himself; and may thus be in the "form of God" But if 

he be personally the self-existent God, he can, with no pro- 
priety, be considered .as the Medium: of Divine manifes- 
tations. * 

Although God had, in various ways, manifested his love 
to his Son prior to the incarnation, yet such was his love to 
mankind, and so important was our salvation in the view 
of God, that he was d.sposed to "give his only Begottejt 
\Son as a sacrifice for our redemption. And although the 
Son of God had been highly honored and exalted by his 
Father, and had often appeared in the "form of God" to 
transact affairs of high importance, yet such was the benev-* 
H 
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olence and condescension of this Son, that he freely con- 
curred in the Father's proposal for the redemption of many 
and said, " Lo, I come to do thy will, O God." But to 
accomplish this great purpose, the Son must lay aside the 
form of God, and take on himself the form of a servant- 
he must become incarnate, be united to a human hody, 
aitd be the "Son of David according Jy thejtesh*" Thus 
he who was rich, foroursakes became poor, that we, 
through his poverty, might be made rich. And being found 
in fashion as a man, he humbled himself, and became obe- 
dient unto death. 

But such voluntary and deep abasement in the Son, was 
not to pa ss unnoticed nor unrewarded by the Father* And 
we have the rrvst plain and unequivocal testimony, that 
God did honor his Son by constituting him a Prince and 
a Savior, the Lord or all, and the Supreme Judge of 
thequick and the dead. 

That it is as the fruit of the Father's love to the Son, and 
on the ground of a constituted character , that Christ bears 
those and other Divine names and tides, I shall endeavor 
clearly to prove. 

John the Baptist, in his testimony concerning the Son, 
not only said, " God giveth not the Spirit by measure unto 
him ;" but added, " the Father loveth the Son, and hath 
given all things into his hand*"**.. John iii. 35. 

When the Son was about to leave his disciples and as- 
cend into heaven, he proclaimed in their ears, u All power 
is given unto me in heaven and earth.".... Matt* xxviii. 18* 
Peter, in his impressive sermon on the day of Pentecost, 
having stated many things from the Scriptures, to prove 
that Jesus was the Christ, addressed the audience in these ' 
words, " Therefore let all the house of Israel know assured- 
ly, that God hath made that same Jesus, whom ye have 
crucified, both Lord and Christ"..... Acts H. 3& 

In the same sermon, Peter also said, " This Jesus hath 
God raised up, whereof we^ are witnesses. Therefore 
being by the right hand of God exalted, and having received 
of the Father the promise of the Holy Ghost, he hath shed 
forth this which ye now see and hear."... .Acts ii. 32, 33* 
In another address, Peter said, u The God of Abraham, 
and 6f Isaac, and of Jacob, the God of our fathers, hath 
CU>iur i£& his Son Jesus.".— Acts iii. 13. 
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And again, ** The God of our fathers raised up Jesus, 
<whom ye slew and h?nged on a tree : Him hath God ex» 
aated, with his own rioht hand, to be a Prince and a 
Sa VaOR, for to give repentance unto Israel, and forgiveness 
of sins.".\..Acts v. 30, 31. , 

The same views of the constituted character of the 
Son as Lord of all, are, if possible, more forcibly ex- 
pressed bv Saint Pau'. 

Speaking of the astonishing displays of the grace and 
power of God, he says, u Which he wrought in Christ, 
when he raised him from the dead, and set him at his own 
right hand in the heavenly places, far above all principality, 
and power, and might, and dominion, and every name 
which is named, not only in this world, but also in that 
which is to come : And hath put all things under his feet* 
and gave him to be the Head over all things to the 
Church."....Eph. i. 20—22. 

The same Apostle, having in a most striking manner 
represented the astonishing condescens'cfa and deep abase- 
ment of Christ, proceeds to state the reward given to him 
by God— u Wherefore God also hath highly exaltfj> 
Him, and given him a name which is above every name, 
that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of things 
in Heaven, and things in earth, and things under the earth ; 
and that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is 
Lord, to the glory of God the Father. "....Phil. ii. 9 — 11. 

To unprejudiced minds, the passages of Scripture, al- 
ready adduced, may be sufficient to prove, that it is by the 
<?ift and pleasure of God, that hie Son sustains the of- 
fices and bears the Ditfne names of Savior and Lord. 
Much more of die same import might be produced ; but 
4* those who can resist, evade, or set aside such plain and 
unambiguous testimony as has been already exhibited, 
might do the samt by a volume of the same kind. 

I have yet, however, distinctly to show, that God has 
constituted his Son the Supreme Judge of the quick 
and the dead. In proof of the point now before us, we 
may begin with the testimony of Christ himself. As he is 
the faithful and true Witness, and well acquainted with his 
own character, much reliance may be placed on his testi- 
mony. 

It will be needless here to introduce the numerous dec- 
laration* which* Christ made of his authority as the Judge 
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of the world. All we have to do is to show how he cafne 
by this authority ; whether he possesses it as the self-exist- 
ent God, or whether he hath been invested with this 
authority by the Father, * 

When Christ had healed the impotent man, the Jews 
accused him of profaning the Sabbath day. In reply to 
their accusation, Jesus said, "My Father worketh hither* 
to, and I work,** His calling God his Father, the J-ws 
considered as blasphemy, and sought the more to kill him. 
It appears probable, that the Jews well understood the 
principle of derived dignity, and that they understood 
Christ as claiming divine dignity by professing to be the 
Son of God. They evidently understood Christ, as calling 
God his Father, in the peculiar and proper sense. For 
while they gloried in having " one Father, even God," 
they considered Christ as guilty of Maspheiriy in claiming 
the title of the Son of God. 

In reply to their accusations, Christ gave them a more 
full account of his character and dignity, and said, u Ve- 
rily, verily, I say unto you', The Son can do nothing of 
himself, but what he seeth the Father do : for what things 
soever He doeth, these also doeth the Son likewise. For 
the Father loveth the Son, and shewtth him all things that 
himself doeth : and he will shew him greater works than 
these, that ye may marvel. For as the Father raiseth up 
the dead, and quickeneth them, even so the Son quickeneth 
whom he will. For the Father judgeth no man, but hath 

COMMITTED ALL JUDGMENT UNTO THE Son ; that all meft 

should honor the Son, even as they honor the Father."...* 
John v. 

If God hath committed all judgment unto the Son, then, 
he has constituted the Son as Judge. But Christ gives. 
a further account— u Verily, verily, I say unto you, The 
hour is coming, and now is, when die dead shaH hear the 
voice of the Son or God ; and they that hear shall live# 
For as the Father hath life in himself, so hath he GivfcNt 
To the Son to have life in hxmsslt - f and hath oivlN him 
authority to execute judgment, because he is the Son 
of man. — I can of mine own self do nothing : As I hear, I 
judge, and my judgment is just, because I seek not mine 
own will, but the will of the Father which hath sent me. n 

To those who place full confidence in Christ as a faith- 
ful and true Witness, his testimony may be suflfcienU 
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But for the conviction of those who may think that two or 
three witnesses are needful in the present case, we may add 
the testimonies of Pete* and Paul. 

Peter, in his sermon at the house of Cornelius, after 
stating that he and others did e&t and drink with Christ 
after his resurrection, said, u And he commanded us to 
preach unto the people, and to testify that it is he which is 
ordained of God to be the Judge of the quick and the 
dead.'' 

Paul, in his discourse to the people of Athens, said, 
" And the times of this ignorance God winked at, but now 
commandeth all men every where to repent : Because he 
hath appointed a day in the which he will judge the world 
in righteousness, tyy that Man whom he hath ordained, 
whereof he hath given assurance unto all men, in that he 
hath raised him from the dead," 

I see no rational way in ^hich these testimonies can be 
invalidated, without impeaching the characters of the wit- 
nesses. 

An earthly sovereign, whose will is the law of the Em- 
pire, can, at pleasure, advance an own and only Son to any . 
rank or office, which does not involve a contradiction. 

The father cannot cause his son to rank with himself 
as to ag e, nor can he render the son independent of himself 
in respect to existence, c&gnity, or office. # But it is in the 
power of a King or Emperor to confer on his son any office 
in the army, from an ensign to that of commander in chief. 
He may also, at pleasure, make his son the governor of a 
province, chief judge, or sole judge in the highest court of 
justice, or viceroy of half the Empire, or even a copartner 
with himself on the throne ; and in testimony of the high 
esteem he has for his son, he may place the son at his own 
right hand. 

Such a course of conduct in an earthly sovereign towards 
an only son may indeed be the result of caprice or partiali- 
ty ; but it may also be the result of consummate wisdom 
and benevolence. For the good of the Empire may be in 
the best manner promoted by such measures. 

As an earthly sovereign may advance his son to any of- 
Sce he pleases, so he may confer on him whatever tide of 
dignity he may think proper. He may dignify his ion with 
the title of lord, or arch-chancellor of the Empire, lord 
chief Justice, Prince of Peace^ President of the Princes? 
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or he may confer on him his own royal or imperial title, as 
King or Emperor. And in respect to several relations, h«? 
may at the same time have various titles of dignity* 

These observations present to our view something anal- 
ogous to the representations given in Scripture in regard 
to God's conduct in dignifving his only and well-beloved 
Son. The titles Lokd, Savior, and Judge, are titles 
which properly belong to God. But God had a right to 
confer the same titles on his beloved Son, and to invest 
him with the authority and -wetf-sufficiency imported by 
these titles. And if we may safely rely on the testimony 
of Christ and his Apostles as proof, God has actually thus 
dignified his Son...* He hath u exalted him to be a Pring* 
and a Savior"....." made him to be both Lord and 
Christ"—.** given him all power in heaven and earth"....- 
"ordained him to be the JuDGEof the quick and the dead". 
—." committed adjudgment unto the Son, and given 
him a Name which is above every Name." And the Scrip-' 
tures afford no more evidence that Solomon sat on the 
throne of Israel, by the appointment and pleasure of David, 
than they do that the Son of God sits on the Throne of the 
Universe by the appointment and pleasure of God Ms Fa- 
ther. There are other titles that belong to God, which 
by his pleasure are given to his Son. , t 

God often styles himself the Holy One, or the Holy One 
ef Israel. The title of Holy One is a ! so given to the Son. 
But the Son is plainly distinguished from the self-existent. 
Holy One, by being represented as God's Holy One, or 
the a Holy One of God."~- To the truth, in this case, sa* * 
tan himself was constrained to bear witness. " I know thee 
who thou art, the Holy One of God." The words- of Pa-* 
vid, quoted" by Peter, are to the same purpose-.." Neither -. 
wilt thou suffer thine Holy One to see corruption*" 

The name Jehovah, which is often translated L$rd in - 
the Old Testament, is a name which belongs to God ; bu$ « 
by the pleasure of God this name with some addition is, 
given to the Son. u Behold the days come, saith the Lord, ^ 
that I will raise unto David a righteous Branch ; and a i 
King shall reign and prosper, and shall execute judgment 
and justice in the earth. In his days Judah shall be saved ** 
and Israel shall dwell safely ; and this is the name where^ 
by he shall be called, The, Lord [or JehovahJ ow 
Bjghteovsne&s." 
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That the Messiah, the Son of God, in his incarnate 
ttate* is intended hi this prophecy, there can be no reason- 
able doubt. r And that it is on the ground of a constitut- 
ed character, and by the pleasure of God his Father, 
that he bears the name Jehovah our Righteousness, 
ie sufficiently plain from the passage quoted. It is God 
himself who gives the information in the text ; and this 
one God tells us of a Person or Character wh : ch he 
Would rake up, and the name by which this Son should be 
called. 

The name Jehovah being given to the Son, is considered 
by Mr. Jones as evidence that the Son is personally the 
self-existent God* But had he compared one of his own 
remarks with the words of an Apostle, he might have seeu 
his own mistake. Mr. Jones suggests, that the name 
Lord, m die New Testament, which is given to Christ* 
is- of the same import as Jehovah in the O d Testament* 
The Apostle Peter says, u Let all the house of Israel know 
* assuredly ^ that God hath made that same Jesus, whom ye 
have crucified, both Lord and Christ.'' If, then, Mr. 
Jones, be correct in affirming that Lord and Jehovah are 
terms of the same import, and the Apostle be correct in 
the text just quoted ; am I not authorized to say that God 
hath made, or constituted, his Son Jehovah our righteous- 
ness? 

On similar ground, and by the same Divine pleasure, 
the Son has hts name caHed Emmanuel— Wonderful, 
Counsellor, the Mighty God, the everlasting Father, and 
the Prince of Peace. On the very face of the prophesies, 
in which these names are brought into view, it is clearly 
intimated, that it is by the pleasure of God that the Son 
bears these titles* The Son is manifestly the subject of the 
predictions, and God the Author. And God says respect- 
ing his Son, His name shall be called Emmanuel.... .Hb 
name shall be called Wonderful, &c. 

That it is by inheritance as a Son, and by the pleasure 
of the Father, that Christ bears the name God, is plainly 
revealed in the first chapter of the Epistle to the Hebrews 
—As the chapter was evidently designed to give us a cor* 
rect and exalted view of the Son of God, and the ground 
on which he possesses such an exalted character and such 
Divine titles > I shall quote nine verses :—• 
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u God, who at sundry times, and in divers manners, 

- spake in time past unto the fathers by the prophets, hath 

* in these last days spoken unto us by his Sox, wljom he 
hath appointed heir of all things, by whom also Jie made 

. the worlds ; who being the brightness of his .glory; and the 
express image of his Person, and upholding all things by 

» the word of his power, when he had by himself purged our 
sins, sat down on the right hand of the Majesty on high : 
being made so much better than the angels^ as - he hath by 
inheritance obtained a more excellent name than they." 

Before I proceed farther in the quotations, I may make 
a few remarks. ^t&rO&y 

1. God in this passage is if mwlu fully spoken of as one 
distinct Person or intelligent Being, accordingly the pro^ 
nouns for God are he, his. 

v 2. The Son of God is spoken of as a Person or Being, 

. as distinct from God as any son is distinct from his father ; 
and as distinct from God as are prophets or angels....God 
spake by the prophets. ...so God spake by his Son* 

3. As a son is the image of his father, «o the Son of 
. God is represented as the express image of the Person of 

God. 

4. The Son is heir of all things by the appointment of 
God. . - - 

5. The Son is so distinct from God, that he can sit on 
. God's right hand. 

, 6. By being truly the Son of God, and by inherit- 

- ance, Christ hath a better name than the Angels... Being 

* made so much better than the ange1s f as he hath by inher- 
itance a more excellent name than they....Being truly 

i God's own Son, he inherits his Father's Dignity. 

In proof that the Son hath a more excellent name than 
the angels, the Apostle proceeds to state From the Old Tes- 
tament what had been said respecting the Son, and what 
had been said respecting the Angels :.... 

" For unto which of the Angels said he at any time, 
Thou an my Son, this day have I begotten thee ? And 

* again, I will be to him a Father, and he shall be to me. a 
Son. — And again, when he bringeth in the first begot- 
ten into the world, he saith, And let all the Angels of Gad 

* worship him. And of the Angels, he. saith, Who maketh 
his Ange's spirits, and his ministers a flame of fire* But 
unto the Son he saith, Thy throne, O God, is forever and 
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ever : a sceptre of righteousness is the sceptre of thy king* 
dom. Thou hast loved righteousness, and hated iniquity j 
therefore God, Even thy God, hath anointed THEE with 
the oil of gladness, above thy fellows." 

Here we find the Name which the Son of God has by in- 
heritance, which is better than the name given to An- 
gels. The self-existent God has been pleased to dignify 
his own and only Son with his own Divine Name. And 
we find also a reason assigned for this Divine honor :•••• 
* 4 Thou hast loved righteousness and hated iniquity ; there* 
fore God , eve A thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil 
of gladness above thy fellows. 1 ' * 

If we consider Christ as truly the Son of God, in the 
sense which has been explained, and by inheritance and the 
pleasure of the Father possessing Divine dignity an \ Di- 
vine titles, the whole passage appears perfectly natural. 
But if we consider the Son as personally the self-existent 
stnd independent God, most serious difficulties immediate- 
ly arise.... Why is he called God's Son i Why is he uni- 
formly spoken of in contradistinction to the self-existent 
God ? Why is he spoken of as having a God who hath 
anointed him with the oil of gladness above his fellows t 
What God could thus anoint the self-existent God ? 

The passage under consideration is not the only one ia 
which the name God is applied to the Son. Nor is this 
the only passage in which the Son of God is represented as 
having a God as well as a Father. Christ said to his dis- 
ciples, " I go to my Father and to your Father, to my 
God and to your God" — And in the Epistles we several 
times read of " the God and Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ" — and " the God of our Lord Jesus Christ." A* 
Solomon, after he was crowned, had a father and a King; 
so Christ, on the Throne of the Universe, 1 had a Father 
and a God. If Christ had been the self-existent God, it 
would have been just as proper to speak of the God of the 
Father, as the God of the Son. But if he be truly the Sotf 
of God, and as such sustains Divine offices and bears Di- 
vine titles, then no difficulty results from his bting ca led 
Lord, Savior, or even God. For these titles, as borne 
by the Son, do not import personal self-existence, but what 
he is as the Son of God, and by the pleasure of his Fa- 
ther. 
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After Solomon had been anointed King by order of Da* 
*rd, Jonathan reported the matter to Adonijah, and said, 
*' Verily our Lord; King David, hath made Solomon King. ,r 
And it is not improbable that this event was typical of the 
conduct of God in anointing and exalting his Son. And 
as truly as David constituted h\$ son Solomon to be King,, 
fco truly hath our heavenly Father constituted his Son to be 
Savior, Lord, and God. He hath invested him with 
Divine fulness and Divine authority, and conferred on him 
liis own Divine names and titles* If the Son of God did 
»ot possess a fulness adequate to his authority, we might 
view the Divine names, as applied to him, as h:gh sound- 
ing and empty tides j bilt while we are assured that all 
power, or authority, is given unto him in heaven and 
earth, we are also assured that " it hath pleased the Father 
that in him all fulness should dwell ; and that in him dwell* 
eth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily." ' 

When* therefore, I speak of the Son as called Savior 
Lord, and God, on the ground of a constituted character^ 
I wish to be understood as mplying not merely official cha- 
racter^ but such a perfect union of the Son with the Father, 
that in him properly dwel's the infinite fulness and all-suf- 
ficiency of God, so that in respect to fulness as well as 
authority he is one with the Father. 

We must suppose, that God is the best judge of the 
ground on which he styled his Son- God. And we know, 
from the Scriptures, that anointing with oil was an ap- 
pointed ceremony of induction to office. Thus Prophets, 
Priests, and Kings, w^re inaugurated by the command of 
God. The Oil was an instituted type or emblem of the 
Spirit ; and these ancient inaugurations were probably typ- 
ical of the inauguration of Christ as the promised Messiah ; 
on which occasion the Holy Spirit* which had been typifi- 
ed by the holy oil, descended and abod£ upon him. And 
in the address of the Father to the-Son, in which the Son, 
is distinctly called God, the ceremony of anointing is dis- 
tinctly brought into view, to show that it is en the ground 
of a constituted character that the Son is called God— 
" Therefore God, even thy God, hath anointed thee with 
the oil of gladness above thy fellows." Thus the Son, be- 
ing made or constituted so much better than the Angels, hath 
by inheritance a more excellent name than they* 
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John the Baptist, in his testimony concerning the Son of 
,Gr>dj says, u He whom God hath sent, speaketh the words 
©f God ;" and gives this as the reason why the words that 
he speaketh are the words of God, " For God giveth not the 
Spirit bu measure unto hi rn" — And Peter, in his discourse 
at the honse of Cornelias, mentions u How God anointed 
J.sus of Nazareth with the Holy Ghost and with Power ; n 
bv which wc may understand, that in this anointing, the 
Son was endued with D wine fulness ^ and invested with Di- 
vine authority. 

In expressing Div ne commands, in foretelling events, 
and in performing miracles, the Son of God adopted a st\ te 
of speaking, very different from that of {he Prophets. He 
did not preface what he uttered with a u Thus Saith the 
X.ord ;" but his usual style was, " I say unto you" — " I 
.will, be thou clean," Sec. On this ground, an argument 
has often bee a formed, in proof of the hypothesis that Christ 
was personally the independent God._ In leference to th}s 
argument, I would ask, 

1. Was it not to be expected that God's own Son would 
adopt a style corresponding with his dignity as the Son 
of God ? Would you not expect that a King's son should 
adopt a style in speaking, different from an ordinary am- 
bassador ?— But, 

2. I wou d ask, whether justice has been done in urging 
the above argument? It is indeed a truth, that Christ 
spake in a style different from the Prophets ; but it is also 

. true, that no Prophet was ever more particular and careful 
than Christ was, to let it be known that he came not in his 
own name, but in the name of God the Father ; that the 
wo*rds which he spake, he spake not of himself; and that 
the Father in him did the work. How ojten did he de- 
clare, in the most une<juivoca' manner, to this effect, " I 
came down from heaven, not to do mine own will, but 
the will of the Father that sent me/' — " I proceeded forth 
and came from God ; neither came I of myself, but he sent 
me"— u The words that I speak, I speak not of myself." 

If John has given us a true account, Christ distinctly 
mentioned his being sent of the Father, nearly forty times. 
How, Sir, has it come to pass, that these ideas have been 
so much kept out of view in urging the argument from 
Christ's peculiar style in speaking ? I would by no means 
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suggest a suspicion of dishonesty ; but is there not evidence 
of a strong prepossession, by which good men have been 
led to overlook some things which are of weight, and to 
form their arguments without due consideration ? 



LETTER V, 

Now the Son of God became the Son of Man* 
*EV. SIR, 

ACCORDING to your theory, the Son of God be- 
came the Son or Man u by taking to himself a true body 
and a reasonable soul,'* or a proper Man. It is my object 
to prove, that the Son of God became th* Son of Man 
by becoming himself the soul of a human body. 

It has been supposed, that the Son of God could not, 
with any propriety, be called a man on the hypothesis I 
have stated. But cou'd he not with much more propriety 
be called a man, if he became the soul of a human body, 
than on the hypothesis that he became united to a proper 
human soul and body or a proper Man ? If the Son of 
God became united to a proper Man, the Son and the 
Man were two distinct intelligences, and the union would 
be propeily a union of two Persons. 

Besides, you say thrt this union does not imply that the 
Divine nature became Human nature, nor that the Human 
nature became Divine nature, nor that these two Natures 
•were mixed or blended. These positions, if I mistake not, 
are precisely of the same import as the following — The 
Son or God did not become Man, nor did the Man be- 
come the Son of Gofl, noi were the Son of God and the 
Man mixed or blended. For so far as I can discern any 
meaning to your language, the Son of God is the same as 
the Divine Nature of Christ, and the Man the same as 
the Human Nature. It will hence appear, that the Son 
of God did not become Man, but only became united to a 
Man. 

There are a multitude of considerations and passages of 
Scripture, which may be adduced in support of the hypoth- 
esis that the Son of God became Map, or the Son of Man* 
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by becoming the soul of a human body* . Out of many, I 
select the following :..•• 

1. If the Man Christ Jesus had been united to a second 
Divine and self-existent Person, we might reasonably ex- 
pect to find, that, in some) of his discourses, he had men- 
tioned that union. But in no instance did he intimate that 
he was united to any Divine Person but the Father. His 
union with the Father he often mentioned, and he affirmed 
that it was the Father in him that did the work. 

2. Had the Son of God become Man in no other sense 
than 4 * by taking to himself a true body and reasonable soul," 
and had he been, as you suppose, personally the independ- 
ent God, he could not with any propriety have asserted his 
personal dependence* For however dependent his human 
nature might be, as a person he would have been independ- 
ent and self sufficient. Yet, it is believed, we have no ac- 
count of any other person in the Scriptures, who said so 
much of h : s personal dependence, as did Jesus Christ the 
Son of God. In the most personal and most tmphatical 
manner he declared, " /can of mine own self do no hing" 
It is remarkable, that any of the friends of Christ should 
think it dtshonorary to him to say that he was dependent, 
whi'e he Jiimself so constantly affirmed bis dependence on 
the Father. Not only did Christ abundantly assert his per- 
sonal dependence on the Father, but, as a Person, and as 
a Son, he prayed to the Father for himself as the Son of 
God. See his solemn prayer, John xvii. 

3. When Angels have appeared " in the likeness of men,* 
they have been denominated either Angels or Men, just as 
the Lord Jesus is sometimes called the Son of God and 
sometimes the Son of Man.— ~The Angels who appeared to 
Lot, in Sodom, are, in the same narrative, several times 
called Angels, and several times called Men*— The prophet 
Daniel, in speaking of the Angel who appeared to him, 
says, " ^The Man Gabriel whom I had seen in the vis- 
ion." 

Shall we, Sir, aecuse Moses and Daniel of great impro- 
priety, in speakingof those personages sometimes as An' 
gels and sometimes as Men t They were called men, 
because they appeared " in the likeness of men," that is, in 
an embodied state. If a transient or an occasional residence 
in bodies of human form might be sufficient ground on 
whicji to denominate Angels Men, a permanent residence 
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in a human body might be sufficient ground on which to 
denominate the Son of God the Son of Man* 

4. The Scripture accounts of the incornation of the Son 
of God contains no intimation that he took u to himself a 
true body and a reasonable soul ;" but the contrary is plain- 
ly suggested. — " The Word was made flesh." John i. 14# 
4t God had sworn to David, that of the fruit of his loins* 
•according to the flesh, he would raise up Christ to sit upon 
his throne." Acts ii. 30 — u Concerning his Son Jesu* 
1 Christ our Lord, who was made of the seed of David, <?c- 
cording to the flesh" Rom. i. 3 — " Whose are the Fa- 
thers, and of whom, as concerning the fleshy Christ came." 
Rom. ix. 5. 

Why were these phrases inserted, according to tAefle*h+ 
or concerning the flesh, but to tea h us that our Lord is of 
the seed of Abraham and David only according to the 
flesh, or in respect to the flesh f 

In the first chapter of tne Epistle to the Hebrews, the 
. writer gives us a most exalted character of the Son of God ; 
and in the second, he represents his incarnation* u For 
as much then as the children are partakers of flesh and 
blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same."— 
Again, " Wherefore, in all things, it behoved him to be 
made like unto his brethren, that he might be a merciful 
and faithful High Priest in things pertaining to God, 
to make reconciliation for the sins of the People : 
For in that he himself hath suffered, being tempted, he 4s 
able to succor them that are tempted." 

How, Sir, are the children partakers of flesh and blood:? 
Is it by taking to themselves true bodies and reasonable 
souls ? Is it not rather by being reasonable souls of human 
bodies ? Or by being in an embodied state, in union with 
flesh and blood? If so, then for Christ to become Hie his 
brethren, a partaker of flesh and blood, he must become 
in an embodied state, or become the soul of a human body* 
Before his incarnation, he was not like to the seed of 
Abraham in respect to partaking of flesh and blood ; 
but it behoved him so to be, that he ftiight be a merciful 
High Priest ; and that bv being himself subject to those 
temptations which result froih a union with flesh and blood, 
he might know hdw to sympatize with us, and to succor 
those who are tempted. But if his incarnation implied no 
more than his becoming united to a Man, how was he pre* 
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pared by this to be " touched with the feelings of our in* 
*rmities?" 

In the tenth chapter of the same Epistle, it is represent- 
ed, that when the Son was about to come into the world, 
he said to his Father, u Sacrifice and offering thou wouldst 
not, but a Body hast thou prepared me." The Son did 
not say, u a true bodv and reasonable soul" hast thou pre- 
pared me ; nor, a Man hast thou prepared me ; but " a 
Body hast thou prepared me." And does not his language' 
plainly suggest, that he himself was to be the Soul of that 
Body which God had prepared ? Let common sense de- 
cide the question. 

5. There is abundant evidence, that the Pefson, who 
tailed himself the Son of Man, had pre-existence ; but 
there is no evidence that he pre-existed otherwise than as 
the Son of God, or the Angel of God* 
. That the Son of God had pre-existeace, is not doubted 
by you ; and it is amazing, that it should be denied by 
any man who professes a respect for the Oracles of God. 
In addition to all that is said of the Son of God as the Cre- 
ator, or the one by whom God created all things ; and all 
that is said of him as the Angel of God ; and a I that is 
said of the glory which he had with the Father before the 
world was ; and all that is said of his incarnation ; there 
are a multitude of texts which naturally import his pre-ex- 
istence. 

His pre-existence is naturally implied in the numerous 
passages which speak of God's sending his Son into the 
world, and of God's giving his Son. The same idea is 
implied in all that Christ said of his coming forth from the 
Father, and coming* down from Heaven, and coming forth 
from God. Such representations naturally import that he 
had existed with the Father, with God, and in heaven, be- 
fore he was sent, or before he came into the world. 

To the unbelieving Jews Christ said, " If God were 
your Father, ye would love me : for I proceeded forth 
and came from God ; neither came I of myself, but he 
sent me." To his disciples he said, " For the Father 
himself loveth you, because ye have loved me, and have 
believed that I came out from God : I came forth from the 
Father, and am come into the world : again I leave the 
world, and go to the Father." 
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These passages Christ spake as the Son of God ; andf 
they plainly import two things.... 

1. That the Son is a being distinct from God, so dis- 
tinct that he could proceed forth and come from God— 

2. That the Son existed with God before he came into 
the world. 

Similar things Christ spake of himself as the Son of 
Man. On another occasion he said much of his being the 
Bread of God which cometh down from heaven. John vi. 
In this discourse he styled himself the Son of Man* Some 
of his disciples were displeased with what he said on this 
occasion. " When Jesus knew in himself that his disci- 
ples murmured at it, he said unto them, Doth this offend 
you ? What and if ye shall see the Son of Man ascend 
up where hf was before ? n 

These several passages, compared together, plainly im- 
port not only the pre-existence of Jesus Christ, but the iden- 
tity of the Son of God and the Son of Man. 

6. The personal identity of the Son of God and the 
Son of Man is plainly implied in the declaration of St. 
Paul, Eph. iv. 10. Speaking of the ascension of Christ, 
he says, u He that descended is the same also that ascended 
up far above all heavens, that he might fill all things." — 
You will, Sir, it is believed, admit that it was the Son of 
God who descended^ and the Son of Man who ascended* 
And if he that descended is the same who ascended^ then the 
Son of God and the Son of Man are the same. Of course, 
the Son of God became the Son of Man by becoming the 
soul of a human body. 

7* You will grant that it was the Son of Man, or the 
Man Christ Jesus, who died on the cross, who was ra sed 
from the dead, and exalted at the right hand of God. But 
all these things are distinctly and abundantly affirmed of 
Christ as the Son of God, or as our Lord and Savior. 
I have no occasion to produce any passages of Scripture to 
prove that these things are said bf Christ as the Son of Man , 
but I may produce some passages to show that these same 
things are affirmed of God's own Son, by whom he made 
the worlds, and the one who is now our Lord and Sav- 
ior* * 

44 He that spared not his own Son." Rom. viii. 32. 
u Concerning his Son Jfsus Christ our Lord^ which was 
made of the seed of David, according to the flesh, and de- 
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ttared to be die Son of God with power, according to the 
spirit of holiness, by the resurrection from the dead" 
Rom. i. 3; 4.— <■" Who raised up Jesus oVr L^RDfrom the 
€e».d.*' Rom. iv. 24. — " And God hath both raised Up the 
Lord* and wijl also raise us up by his own power." 1 Cor. 
Vi. 14.— * ft Wait for his Son from heaven, whom He raised 
from the deaJ? yi 1 Thes. i. 10.— " Now the God of peace* 
that brought again from the dead our Lord J^sus, that 
Great Shepherd of the sheep.** Heb. xiii. 20. 

In these passages it is plainly reprefce nted, that it Wa* 
in truth that Being, who is called the Son of God, out 
Lord, and the Great Shepherd of the sheep, who per* 
sonatly died on the cross, and was raised from the dead by 
the power of God. 

In the first chapter of the Epistle to the Colossians, and 
in the very connexion in which the work of creation is at- 
tributed to Christ, he is styled the u first Born from the 
dead, that in all things he might have the pre-eminence. 5 * 
' Respecting this same Son our Lord, David said, " The 
Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou on my right hand till I 
make thy foes thy footstool.** Of the same Son of God it is 
fcaid, u When he had by himself purged our s\m,sat down on ^ 
the right hand of the Majis y on high.** Heb. u 3. — But" 
after this Son had become united to the Body which God 
had prepared, he was often called a Man, or the Son or 
Man. Therefore the same writer says, a But this Man* 
after he had offered one sacrifice for sins forever, sat down 
on the right band of God.** Heb; x. 12. ' 

8. Additional evidence of the identity of the Son of 
God and the Son of Man, may appear from what is said 
of Christ as the Lord and the Son. the Root and the 
Offspring of David. 

It was the belief of the Je\rs, founded on prophecy, that 
•the Messiah should be the Son of David. u While the 
Pharisees were gathered together, Jesus asked them, say- 
ing, What think ye of Christ ? Whose son is he ? They 
fe'ay unto him, The son of David. He saith unto them* 
How'thert doth David in spirit call him Lord, saying. 
The Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou on my right hand 
till I make thine enemies thy footstool ? If David then 
call him Lord, how is he his son ?** Matt. xxii. 41—45. 

This, Sir, was to the Pharisees an unanswerable ques- 
tion ; nor do I see that any rational answer can be given 



K 



Digitized 



by Google 



74 On the real Divinity and Glory ofChriH* 

to it on your theory. For the question plainly suppose* 
the Lord of David and the Son of David to he but one in- 
telligent Being. But your hypothesis would be, that the 
Lord of David was united to a Man who was the Son of 
JDiviD. But could the Lord of David be thus the Son of 
David ? No, Sir, the Lord of David would be one Per- 
son, and the son of David another. But if the Lord of 
t)avid became the soul of a body which was of the seedot 
t)avid, then would Christ be both David's Son and David's 
Lord. ' 

The other text to be considered, is this, " I am the 
ttoo? and the Offspring of David.*' 
- You will observe, that in this passage, Christ speaks in 
a personal manner, andas one individual intelligence. He 
does not say, /am the Root of David, and the Man united 
to me is the Offspring of David. But as one, and only 
one intelligence, he says, u /am the Root and the 0/7*- 
spring of David." 

. 9. In exhibiting a contrast between Adam and Christ, 
the Apostle Paul says, "The first Man is of the earth earthy, 
the second Man is the Lord from Heaven." What is 
here asserted of Christ, accords with his numerous decla- 
rations that he came down from heaven, and came forth 
from God. The Apostle does not say that the Second 
Man was unitd to the Lord from Heaven ; but, the «Src- 
ond Man is the Lord from Heaven. Suppose, Sir, that 
Daniel had said in some of his writings, The Man whom 
t saw in the vision was Gabriel from heaven ; what idea 
would his words have suggested ? Would you not have 
supposed that Gabriel appeared in an embodied state, or ia 
the likeness of a Man ? You will be pleased to answer the 
question, and make the application. 

10. Christ stated to his disciples this question, "Whom 
do men say that I, the Son of Man, am ?" They answer- 
ed. He then stated another, " Whom say ye that /am ?'* 
Peter replied, u Thou art the Christ, the Son of the liv- 
ing God." — This answer Christ approved in the most de- 
cided manner. And you will be pleased, Sir, to notice 
the definite manner in which the question was proposed 
and answered.— Christ, calling himself the Son or Man, 
demandsHheir opinion concerning him. The answer is as 
definite as the question, " Thou art the Christ, the Son of 
tfre living God*" Therefore the Son or Man is the Son 
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to* the Xiving God. The Son of God was not united to 
the Son of Man ; but the Son of God became the Son of 
Man by becoming the soul of * human body. Thus the 
Second Man was the Lord from Heaven. 

POSTSCRIPT. 

MR. Caleb Alexander, in his remarks on Mr. Emlyn, 
has taken ground different from yours. He says, " Christ 
is properly a complex Person. He has a distinct human 
personality and a distinct Divine personality — and yet so 
united as to make a complex Person. Christ has a proper 
Divine intelligence and a proper human intelligence" p. 57. 
He also states, that Christ is called the Son of God in refer- 
ence to his humanity — u his lowest capacity and character" 
-*~That be is called the Son of God, because his u human 
nature was created by an immediate act." . p. 43, 44, 

These positions are contradicted by Dr. Hopkins, in a 
very decided manner. And, if I mistake not, they are 
contradicted by the general tenor .of the Gospel, Those 
who may have adopted the hypothesis of R^jr. Alexander, 
will be likely $P suppose that my labor has been in vain in 
attempting to prove that the Son of God and the Son of 
Man mean the same intelligence. For this they would 
have admitted without proof. V 

Though I respect Mr* Alexander, I cannot say that I 
am any better pleased with bis theory than I am with yours. 
But as I do not learn that his views have been generally 
adopted, I shall only state some questions respecting them. 

In respect to personality^ I must think that he takes 
more correct ground than Dr. Hopkins : For if it be true, 
that in Christ a Divine Person is united to a proper Man, 
no reason can be given why they should not be considered 
as two Persons. But will it not plainly result from Mr. 
Alexander's theory, that He who died for our offences was 
strictly a human Person, and no more than a man ? That 
Person might indeed be the Son of God in his sense of the 
terms $ for in his view the Son of God was no more than a 
Man-^a Man united to a 'Divine Person. But why is 
this Man called God's own and only Son, the o$ly begotten 
of the Father ? — He was " created by an immediate act," 
$ays Mr. Alexander. And so was Adam ; and so, prob- 
gbjy, were the Angels. How then is Christ God's ONXJT 
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Son ? Why is it represented as so great a display of God's 
love, to give such a Son to die for us ? If there be any . 
great display of Divine love on hJs theory, must it not be 
found in this, that God accepted the obedience unto death, 
of one man, as an atonement for the sins of the whole 
world ? As much might, perhaps, be said, had Moses 
died for the sins of the world. 

But if Christ be called the Son of God in respect to his 
" lowest capacity and character," why did he never speak 
of his having a higher character than that of the Son of 
God ? How came the Jews to accuse Christ of blasphemy^ 
for saying that he was the Son of God ? Would the Jews 
ever have thought of accus ng him with blasphemy for say* 
ing that he was " created by an immediate act" ? or for say* 
ing, In the same sense that Adam was, I am the Son of 
God ? Christ received worship as the Son of God ; was 
it on the ground that he was " created by an immediate act" i 



LETTER VI. 

The preceding Doctrines all implied in Philippiins ii. 5— 41« 
•>, * REV SIR, 

NO portion 6f Scripture has, perhaps, been more abun- 
dantly quoted, nor more fully relied on, by Athanasian 
writers, than Philippians ii. 6. This text, therefore, with 
sis; other verses in connexion, I shall attempt to examine. 
And I flatter myself that you will be convinced that the 
Athanasian theorv can have no support from this passage ; 
and that, in it, is fairly implied several of the propositions 
which I have aimed to e§tablish. 

The verses to be considered are the folowing :— 

5 u Let this mind be in you, which was alsa in Christ 
Jesus; 

6 Who being ?n the form of God, thought it not robbery 
to be equal with God ; 

7 But made himself of no reputation, and took upon him 
the form of a servant, and was made in the likeness of men: 

8 And being found in fashion as a man, he humbled 
himself, and became obedient unto death, even tne death 
of the cross. 
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9 Wherefore God also hath highly exalted him, and 
given him a name which is above every name : 

10 That at the name of Jesus every knee should bow^ 
of things in heaven, and things in earth, and things under 
the earth ; 

11 And that every tongue should confess that Jesus 
Christ is Lord, to the gloly of God the Father." 

In the preceding verses, the Apostle had, in the most 
affectionate manner, exhorted Christians to humility, con* 
descension, and benevolence. To enforce his exhortation, 
he urged the example of Jesus Christ, who was r;ch, and 
yet for our sakes became poor ; and the glorious reward 
which God bestowed on him for what he had done and suf- 
fered. To exhibit the example of Christ in a just and 
striking light, he distinctly brought into view his state of 
Godlike splendor and Majesty before his incarnation ; who 
being in the form of God, thought fc not robbery to be 
equal with God. 

The Son's being in the form of God, most probably re- 
fers to the glory he had with the Father before the 
world was, the glory that he had in God's creating all 
things by him, and the glory that he had as the Angel of 
God's presence* 

But as this verse is so much relied on in support of the 
doctrine that the Son is personally the self-exi stent God, 
it behoves me to be the more particular in the examination. 
% It is not, for me, easy to discern any thing in the sixth 
verse, nor in the whole connexion, which has the least ap- 
pearance of favoring that idea, unless it be found in th$ 
import of the word equal—**" thought it not iobbery to be 
equal with God." The argument is simply this, No Per- 
son but the self-existent God can be equal with the self- ex- 
istent God ; therefore the Son is the, self-existent God.—* 
And the utmost that can possibly be meant, in any case, 
by the word equal, is insisted on as the only possible 
meaning of the term ; and that too in the face of the natu- 
ral import both of the text itself and the connexion. For 
it is urged that the Son is absolutely, essentially % and indet 
fendently kQVAl with God. And this construction of the, 
term seems to be urged with as much confidence as though 
the word had never been, and never could be, used in a 
qualified sense. 
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' But, Sir, is it a truth that the word equal always implies 
obsolute equality in the persons or things which are said 
to be equal ? Does it always imply equality in every re- 
spect ? — And do we not often use the term in respect to 
Itwo Persons who are supposed to be unequal in several 
respects ? When we say of a son, that he is equal with his 
Father y do we ever mean that he has existed as long as 
liis Father ? or that he and his Father are but one Being ? 
May not a son be as rich as his Father, and yet have dep- 
rived all his riches from his Father ? Might not Solomon. 
be equal to David in authority, though he derived all his 
authority from David ? 

It |s 5 Sir, no robbery for a King's son to think of hin$* 
pelf according to the authority , or dignity which bis Father 
has given him.-^David said* as it is supposed, respecting 
Ahithophei his councillor, " But it was thou, a man, mine 
equal, my guide, and my acquaintance." Do you, Sir t 
suppose, that these words imply that Ahithophel was, in 
cU respects, David's equal ? If David had said, ** a man 
pay companion" would not this term have expressed about 
the same idea as the word equal f Why then should you 
be so very positive, that the term equal, as used by the 
Apostle, must mean an absolute ecjuaHty, even a co-eterni- 
ty of God and his Son ? 

Let us notice another text which evidently respects Je£- 
*us Christ : " Awake, O sword, against my shepherd, and 
against th$ Man that is my fellow" lVJay it not be reason- 
ably supposed, that fellow in this text means the same as 
equal in the other ? 

But the vexy text itself, in di spute, may perhaps be found 
to contain sufficient evidence that Christ is not the self-ex- 
istent God ; and that God and Christ are a$ distinctly txv$ 
Betnge as any other father and son. 

u Who being in theforprof God"— ?Is not Christ evi-. 
dently spoken of in contradistinction to God ? If he be a 
Person in contradistinction to the self-existent God, he is 
certainly not the self-existent God, upless there be more 
Gods than one. If the Apostle had been speaking of the 
father, and had said of him, ** Who being in the form of 
God, thought it not robbery to be equal with God,** would 
not such a representation of the Father have been a manl- 
iest impropriety ? Bjit if the Son be the self-existent Godj 
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auch language with respect to the Father would k as prep* 
jbt as in respect to the Som 

By the form of God, we may understand the same sis* 
die similitude or image of God — Christ is declared to be 
* 4 the image of the invisible God ,, «— u the express image of 
Us Person." But does not every body know that a Person 
and the image of his Person are distinct objects ? and that 
it is impossible that any Person should be the image of him- 
self ? Seth was the image of Adam ; but he was not Adam, 
nor was Adam and Seth the same Being. — It is, however, 
true, that an image often bears the name of the Person rep- 
resented. So Christ, *by the pleasure of God, often bears 
the Divine Names of his Father. 

If, by the term God, be intended three Persons, as Mr. 
Jones suggests, then for Christ to be in the form of God, 
he must be in tht form of three Persons. 
. The terms, also, equal with God, plainly import that 
Christ is a Person distinct from God. Two Persons are 
here compared together, one of them is God, the other is 
the Sort of God ; and of the Son it is asserted, in some 
sense, that he is equal with God. If I were to say that 
Solomon thought it no robbery to be equal with David, 
would you suppose that I meant to assert that Solomon and 
David were but one and the same Being ?* 

Besides, in the connexion of the text, the Son is repre- 
sented as a Being so distinct from God, that he could obey 
and die,* and after that be exalted by God, and haVe a name 
given him, which is above every name* Now, Sir, if there 
be no more Gods than one, as you readily admit, and if 
Christ be personally the self-existent God, I wish to be in- 
formed by what God Christ was exalted? Or, on what 
ground it can be said that God exalted him ? 

May I not safely conclude, that this text is so far from 
Supporting the Athanasian doctrine, that it fairly implies 
that God is only one Person, and that Christ is truly God's 
Son ? 



* Since writing these remarks, 1 examined Dr. Doddridge's 
Family Expositor. The phrase ** equal With God," be does not 
admit as a correct translation. According to him, the text should 
be read, *• thought it not robbery to be as God'* The Greek 
phrase is isa Theo ; and the Doctor says, " the proper Greek 
phrase for equal with Goa\ is ison to Theo.* 9 And these are the 
if ords used by John, in stating the accusation of the Jews against 
£bridt-~ John r, 18. " rowing, hijnsstf equal with Goa\" 
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My next business will be to show how the passage of 
Scripture, which has been quoted, supports the doctrine 
that the Son of God became Man, by becoming the soul 
of a human body. 

The passage teaches us, that Jesus Christ, who was in 
the form of God, made himself of no reputation, and 
took on him the form of a servant, and was made in the 
likeness of men, and was found in Jashion as a man. 

Be pleased, Sir, to observe the correspondence between 
tTiis representation and other passages of Scripture — " The, 
Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us" — u God 
sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh" — "In all 
things it behoved him to be made like unto his brethren"— 
*'* Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh and 
blood, he also himself took part of the same." Does^not 
the natural import of all these passages, whether severally 
or collectively considered, convey the idea that the Son of 
God became Man by becoming the soul of a human body t 
Can you perceive the least intimation in any of these pas* 
Sages, of any soul .but that of the Son of God ? 

Had it been recorded in the Bible, that satan, or the 
Angel GabrieL, for a number of years, was made in the 
likeness of men, and was found in fashion as a man, what 
idea would such a representation excite in your mind ? If 
satan were the Person, should you imagine that he dwelt 
in a Man ? or, that he merely assumed a human body ? 
. You will be pleased to observe, that the text does no^ 
say that the Son of God was united to a Man; but was 
c * made in the likeness of men"— -It does not say the Son of 
God was found in a man, but was "found in fashion a$ a 
Man" And what can be intended by an unembodied 
spirit's being made in the likeness of men, but his becoming 
in an embodied state i And what is it to be found in fash* 
ion as a man, but to be found Hie a man with soul and body 
united ? If it were common among nun to have two inteU 
ligentfspirits united to one body, then might the Son of God 
be made in the likeness of men, by ^ taking to himself a true 
body and reasonable soul." But if it has never been known 
among men that two intelligent spirits were united to one 
body, then for the Son of God to be made in the likeness of 
men, and to be found in fashion as a Man, he must become 
the soul of a human body. And I would propose it for 
your most serious consideration, whether the Atbanasian 
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theory, of the incarnation of the Son of God; does not come 
Hearer to the scriptural view of possession, than it does to 
the scriptural view of incarnation, excepting so far as re* 
gards the character of the Person i . 

I do not,' Sir, mention this comparison with any view to 
make light of the subject, or to ridicule your theory ; but 
to enforce an examination. And is there not much more 
evidence, that, in a case of possession, satan took u to him* 
self a true body and a reasonable soul," than that Christ did 
so by incarnation ? Besides, in a case of possession, it is 
easy to conceive that the Man might suffer, and even die, 
and yet satan be not at all affected by the sufferings and x 
death of the Man: and just so you suppose that the Man 
Christ Jesus might suffer and die without any pain to the 
Son of God. 

In respect to what constitutes a Man in the present state, 
what more do we know than this, that an intelligent spirit 
Is united to a human body, so as to constitute otie Person £ 
While one affirms that the souls of men are properly pro* 
duced by ordinary generation, the same as the body, an- 
other win affirm that die soul or spirit is the immediate 
work of God, and united to the body in a state of embryo* 
And these two, perhaps, will unite in confidently affirm- 
ing, that Christ cou'd, with no propriety, be called a Man, 
if his soul had pre-existed as the Son of God. But if a 
true body and reasonable soul united, will constitute a man, 
is it not unsafe for us to affirm that the Son of God could 
not become a Man by becoming the rational soul of a hu- 
man body ? 

If I have not misunderstood him, Dr. Emmons differs 
from Dr. Hopkins, and supposes that the souls of men are 
not propagated like their bodies ; but are the immediate 
work of God, and by him united to bodies. To this hy- 
pothesis I do not object ; I am ignorant on the subject, 
feut I do not see how the Doctor, or any who agree with 
him, can reasonably say that, on my hypothesis, Mary 
was not properly the mother of a son. For if the Son of 
God were united to a body in the womb of Mary, and bora 
of her, he was, according to Dr. Emmons' hypothesis, as 
truly the son of Mary, as Seth was the son of Eve. And it 
is just as conceivable that a pre-existent spirit should be 
united to an infant body, as a spirit formed at the very mo- 
ment of union* 
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* The portion of Scripture, which we have under con»& 
eration, fairly supports another idea upon which I have h>« 
sisted, viz. That the Son of God was the real sufferer oil 
the cross. He who had been in the form of God, when 
found in fashion as a Man,* humbled himself, and became 
obedient unto death, even the death of the cross. 
. On your hypothesis, the Son of God was truly and per- 
sonally the self-existent God. I ask then, iJid the self- 
existent God become obedient unto death, even the death of 
the cross ? If he did, who supported the universe during 
that event i And who raised htm from the dead ? 
** But you will say, that it was the Man Jesus, to whom 
the Son was united, who became obedient unto death. But 
does the Apostle say any such thing ? The obedience unto 
death he attributes to the self-same Intelligence who had 
been in the form of God. For the Sq.i of God to suffer f 
*nd for a Man to suffer to whom the Son was united, are 
as distinct ideas as any two which can be named. And 
what trace of the latter idea do you find in die Apostle's 
description ? 

The idea, that it was truly the Son of God .who obeyed^ 
suffered, and died, and not another intelligent being to 
whom he was united, is plainly assert^ in other passages 
of Scripture — " Though a Son, yet learned he obedience 
by the things which he suffered" — " Who his own self 
hare our sins* in hi* own body on the tree"-— " We were re- 
conciled to God^by the death of bis Son" — u But now once 
in the end of the world hath he appeared to put away sin 
by the sacrifice of himself" 

Avast multitude o£ texts of similar import might be pro- 
duced. And can you, Sir, pretend that these texts do not 
support the idea that the Son of God, as such, did really 
suffer ? Cap you find any language which could more fair- 
ly or more folly express the idea that the Son of God was 
tht/-eal sufferer ? And shall we still be told that this same 
Son was personally the self-existent God, and incapable q£ 
death or suffering ? 

I cannot, Sir, but feel most deeply interested, when JE 
happen to touch on this point ; and I hardly know when, 
where, or how to dismiss it. It cannot be admitted, that 
God is chargeable with any imposition on mankind. And 
yet, what, short of an imposition, would it be for him to 
pretend that he, has so loved the world as to give his oklt 
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iEGOTTEN Son fo suffer an ignominious death for our re* 
denaption, if at the same time this Son was so spired, as 
your theory implies ? So spared, that all the sufferings of 
the cross were endured by a Man to whom the Son was 
united ; and the Son himself as free from pain and death 
as though there were no such thing as suffering and death 
in the universe. No possible union between the Son of 
God and a Man could render it proper to call the sufferings 
and death of the Man the sufferings and death of the Sofa, 
if it be true that the Son did not suffer nor die. And on 
this hypothesis, the sufferings of the Man might as well he 
Called the sufferings of 6 briel, or the sufferings of God the 
Father, as the sufferings of the Son of God. Must the sua 
be* darkened, must the rocks be rent, must the earth quake, 
and nature be thrown into convulsions, while the Son of , 
God suffers and dies on the cross ? Must the Angels show 
so deep an interest in th&t scene, and must all the world ba 
called on to behold with wonder and astonishment, the 
height, and depth, the length, and the breadth, of the love 
of God, as displayed in that event ? Must all the redeem- 
ed of the Lord unite in songs of everlasting praise to the 
Son of God, because he hath loved them and redeemed thehv 
to God by his own blood ? And can tt,after ail, be made 
to appear that the Son of God suffered not at all, unless it 
were by proxy or substitute P 

K May it not, Sir, be fairly inferred from your theory, that 
instead of the Son of God's dying rok us, that the Mm 
Christ died for the Son of God? If the Son of God had 
covenanted with the Father to lay down ftis life for us, but 
instead of bearing the suffering himself, united himself to 
another intelligent being, and caused the sufferings wholly 
to fall on that Man, did not the Man die for him ? And 
to whom, Sir, are we indebted for the redemption pup- 
chased on the cross ? To the real sufferer, or to the one' 
who a suffered not in the least ?* To the Man Jesus^ or 
to the Son of God ? 

Mostgladly, Sir, would I recall every syllable I ever u$* 
tered in support of a theory so opposite to the natural im- 
port of ScripWre language, so degrading to the love of God, 
and so dishonorary to the Lord of glort. 

There is another point stated in the passage, via. that 
the high official character which the Son of God sustains a* 
Lord of the universe, is the result of God V pleasure, and 
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not My thing which the Son possessed as a self-existetrtt 
or independent Being. Having stated the abasement of 
die Son, his obedience unto death, the Apostle says, 

•«* Wherefore Gop hath highly exalted um^md given him 
aaame which is above every name ; that at the name of 
Jesus every knee should bow, of things in heaven, and 
things in earth, and things under the earth ; and that every 
tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord to the 
glory of God the Father," * 

Is it, Sir, inr the power of language to give a more full 
idea of a constituted character, or of delegated. 
Authority, than is given in these words of the Apostle 2 
Is not the representation perfect and unequivocal*, that the 
same Being who was once in the form of God, then in 
fashion as a math who humbled himself and became obedi* 
est onto death, was, in consequence of that abasement, ex-* 
sited by the self-existent God, to«upreme and universal 
dominion ? ' Did not the Apostle mean to be understood as / 
representing extraordinary and real changes of condition, 
in. Jesus Christ the Son ot God ? Did he not mean to rep- 
resent that the first change of condition was a voluntary 
act on the part of Jesus Christ, that he voluntarily descend** 
c4 from the form of God to the formt>f a servant, and 
voluntarily became obedient unto death ? If this change* 
of condition was not real and voluntary on the part of thet 
Sen of God, why is he exhibited as an example of humilU 
ty* "condescension, and benevolence ? Why are we requir- 
ed to let this mind be in us which was also in Christ Jesus $ 
But if the Son of God was. realty the subject of this change 
of condition, if he did. really and truly suffer and die, can 
he be the Son of God in your sense of the terms i In other 
Wprds, can he be the &ti£-existent God I 

In regard to the second great change of condition-^-Did- 
not the Apostle mean to represent, that for the suffering of 
death, the^ Son of God, was rewarded by his Father with 
transcendent dignity and glory I Did he not mean to rep« 
repent, that the very identical intelligent Being, who hung 
in agony, who prayed, who bled and died On the cross, was. 
exalted by God as 1*6rd or all I But if the real sufferer oil 
the cross was thus exalted by God, then, according to your 
owa vktos, he could not be the self-existent God ; for ycm 
cannot admit that a self-eststent Person may he either the 

•■■--- . ( > 
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subject of death, or of delegated authority. The self«rast4 
exit God could no more be raised to the throne of the uni* 
verse, than he could suffer death on, the cross* 

As Athanasian writers have found it necessary, or coo** 
venient, on their theory, to attribute all that is said of th* ; 
obedience, the suffering and deaths of the Son of God, to the 
human nature, or the man Jesus, to whom they suppose th* 
Son of God was united ; so, on the other hand, they have 
found it convenient, or necessary, to attribute what is stated 
in the Scriptures respecting the exaltation of the Son or 
God,, to the sanie Man or human nature. As they have 
perceived that it must be improper to attribute real abase* • 
ment, suffering, and death, to the self-existent God, so it 
appears they have perceived that it is equally improper to 
suppose a self-existent Person should lie capable of deriving 
or receiving either fulness or authority froro*any other Per? 
son. And as they have supposed the Person -who is called - 
tiie Son of God, to be personally the self-existent God, m 
they have found it necessary to the support of that theory 
to attach to this Person a proper Man, capable of obedience* 
suffering, and death, and also of receiving communicated 
fulness and authority. 

According to Mr* Jones, and other-writers, it was the 
jkbm Jesus, in contradistinction to the Sow 07 God* whij 
received the Spirit without measure— to the Man wa? 
wofn die name which is above every name— it was thf 
Man who was ordained of God to be the Judge of the 
quick and the dead— and the Man who was anointed with 
the oil of gladness above his fellows* 

In view of these representations, I would propose to your 
consideration the following inquiries :— 

1. If the Son or God were self-existent and independent, 
and the Man or human nature but an appendage to a self* 
existent Person, what occasion could there be of any com* 
naunications from the Father to that Manor human nature I 
If, as a Son, that Person were the independent God, as 4 
Person he possessed independent fulness and authority | 
and no addition or accession to his fulness or authority 
could possibly be made by the Father. 

2. If the Son of God, as such, were possessed of inde* 
pendent and infinite fulness and authority, and in additioa 
to this the Father gave the hunum nature of the Son th* 
Spirit without measure, and all power in heaven and eartf% 
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Will it not appear that the saiftl^erson was possessed, in 2 
two-fold sense, of infinite fulness and authority ? 

3. If the Son of God were united to a proper Man, and 
that Man, in contradistinction to the Son of God, was en- 
dued by the Father with all the fulness of the Godhead^ 
and invested with all power in heaven and earth, what is 
flie office or business of your supposed second self-existent 
Person ? It is believed, Sir, that you cannot make it ap- 
pear that the Man Christ Jesus received any support, fuU 
ness, or authority, or even benefit from any Divine Per* 
son but the Father— As a derived intelligence, all he re- 
ceived was from the Father. But, 

- 4. If the Man Christ Jesus may be the recipient of the Spirit 
tvithout measure, of all the fulness of the Godhead; if he 
ttay be exalted with God's own right hand, and made a 
Prince and a Savior, and the Judge of the quick and 
the dead ; I wou l d ask what evidence you have of the ex* 
istence of a second Person in union with the Godhead, dis* 
tSnct from the soul of that Man who was the Lord iron* 
heaven ? 

- 5. If it was in fact the Man Jesus Christ who was the 
subject of all the abasement, suffering, and death, which 
Was endured for bur sake£ ; ana fit was the Man who has 
been the subject of all the exaltation which is in the Scrip* 
tures attributed to the Son of God ; is there not abundant 
evidence that the Man Christ Jesus and the Son cf God are 
identically the same intelligent Being ? And that the Son 
of God became the Man Christ Jesus by becoming the soul 
of a human body ? 

You may think, Sir, that I ought to notice that all Atha- 
taasian writers do not agree with Mr. Jones, that it was the 
human nature of Christ, or the Man merely, who is repre- 
sented as receiving fulness and authority from the Father* 
I am sensible, indeed, that there is another opinion ad- 
vanced by some writers of great respectability ; and it is* 
to me a matter of regret, that I have occasion to bring it 
into view : for, if it be possible, it is to me more inconsist- 
ent than the opinion of Mr. Jones. — The opinion referred 
to is of this import, ITiat the representations in Scripture^ 
respecting the derived fulness and authority of the Son, re* 
rfult from the covenant of redemption, in which a nlutua! 
Agreement was entered into by the Thr£e self-existent amt 
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to-eternal Persons, respecting the part which each should 
perform in the work of redemption, 

Dr. Hopkins gives the following view of these covenant 
transactions :— 

44 The second Person was engaged to become incarnate* 
to do and to suffer all that was necessary' for the salvation 
of men. The Father promised, that on his consenting to 
take upon him the character and work of a Mediator and 
Redeemer, he should be every way furnished and assisted 
to go through with the work ; that he should have power 
to save an elect number of mankind, and form a Church 
and Kingdom most perfect and glorious i In order to ac* 
complish this, all things, all power in heaven and earth, 
should be given to him, till the work of redemption i& 
completed." 
1 The Doctor observes again, 

M The blessed Trinity, in the one God, may.be consid«* 
ered as a most exalted, happy, and glorious society on 
family, uniting in the plan of Divine operations, especially 
}n accomplishing the work of redemption. In this, eacit 
one has" his part to perform, according to a most wise, 
mutual regulation or agreement, which may be called a 
covenant- In performing these several parts of this work* 
one acts as superior, and another as inferior ; or one acta 
iinder another, and by his authority, as appointed or sent 
by him. This, by Divines, is called the economy of th$ 
work of Redemption. According to this economy, the 
Son, the Redeemer, acts under the Father, and by his will 
$ind appointment, and in this respect takes an inferior part; 
and in this sense he is supposed to speak, iprhen he says, 
the Father is greater than I" 

I confess tp you, Sir, that I cannot but be amazed and 
grieved to find such representations in the writings of so 
great and so good a man as Dr. Hopkins. I am amazed, 
because I must suppose that he was so blinded by theory 
as not to pay due attention to the import df what he wrote* 
And I am grieved, that a man so eminent should do set 
much to expose Christianity to the ridicule of unbelievers., 

u A glorious society or family /"—A family of what I 
Not of Men ; not of Angels. What then I A family o£ 
qelf-eo$istent and independent Persons, each of whom, as a 
distinct Person, the Doctor supposed to be God. And \\ 
We pay any regard to the natural import of language, whaf 
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•re we to denominate this family, short of a family of Gods t 
I very well know that the Doctor denied the idea of a pta- 
raKty of Gods ; nor would I intimate the contrary ; and I 
most sincerely wish that all his reasonings and representa- 
tions had been consistent with that denial. But, far from 
this, he Has not only undertaken to prove that each of these 
^elf-existent Persons is God, but in the very passages un- 
der consideration he represents these Persons as properly 
- dhtinct Beings, as distinct Beings as any three Angels in 
heaven* They can enter into covenant with each other- 
each can have a distinct part assigned him— one can be su» 
perior, and another act under him, or by his 0*vfer-r-one 
can send the other on the most important business ; and 
what more than all this, I beseech you, would be requisite 
to constitute them three as distinct Beings as Peter, James, 
and John. 

* But the most extraordinary of all these representations 
are the engagements of the father to the Son— 44 The Fa- 
ther promised, that on his consenting to take upon him the 
character and work of a Mediator and Redeemer, he should 
be every way furnished and assisted to go through thc^ 
work ; that he should have power to save an elect number 
of mankind — In order to accomplish this, all things, all 
power in heaven and earthy should be given to him, until 
redemption is completed." 

Be pleased, Sir, to keep fr/mind, that the Doctor was 
writing about two self-existent, independent, and all-suf- 
ficient Persons. Wris it possible that he should suppose, 
that an independent Person ever became dependent ? Did 
the independent God ever cease for a moment to be inde- 
pendent ? If the supposed self -existent Son did not become 
a dependent agent by incarnation, what could be the ground 
6r occasion of the Father's promises that he should be fur* 
nished and assisted, and have all things, all power in heaven 
and earth, given to him ? I am not, Sir, meaning to de- 
ny, or to doubt, the fact respecting the existence of these 
^promises of the Father to the Son. The Doctor has prov- 
ed the existence of these promises of assistance 2nd support 
in the connexion of the paragraphs quote<L But my ques- 
tion is, Why were these promises made ? They were either 
needful, or the)' were not. To say they were tnade,^ and 
yet not needful, would be imputing to God a kind of trifling 
which would be degrading to a wise and food man. * But 
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if they were needful, it must be on one or other of thes* 
grounds, viz. either the Son was originally dependent oil 

- the Father, or he became dependent by incarnation* That 
he was origina'ly dependent, you and the Doctor positive-^ 
ly deny. What ground then have you left but this, that a 
self-existent and independent Person became dependent by 
incarnation ? I see no possible ground but this which you 
can take, unless you prefer to reduce the solemn transac- 
tions in the qovenant of redemption to a mere show. 

But can you, Sir, believe that an independent Person 
ever became dependent ? If you maintain this position, it 
must be at the expense of another which you have wished! 
to maintatn, viz. the absolute immutability of the Son of 
God* 

fr For an independent Person to become dependent^ is, t 
suspect, as great a change as was ever experienced by anjr 
creature ; and as great as for a Man to be changed from 
entity to non-entitv. But this is not all— If you sup- 
port the hypothesis that the Son became dependent by 
incarnation, you must do it at the expense of the immuta~ 

*$Uity of the Godhead. If it be, as you suppose, that the 
Godhead consists of three Persons, and one of those Per- 
sons has become a dependent agent, the Godhead itself 
must have been changed by the change in one of its Per- 
sons. It is no longer a (Sodhead of three independent 
Persons. 

Will you, Sir, think of evading these objections, et 

' solving these difficulties^ by saying that the Son did not 
really become dependent, but only apparently , by becom- 
ing united to a dependent nature f This, my friend, will" 
increase the difficulties, by representing the part acted by 
the Son as farcical, as well -as the part acted by the Father. 
On this hypothesis, the Son would put on the appmrmnce^ 
of needing his Father's support, when in fact he did not 
need it— he would put on the appearance of obeying Vhe 
Father, when in fact he did not obey ; and of suffering and 
dying, when in fact he did neither die nor sfajfer. 

Will you say that the engagements of the Father tQ the 
Son were of thi% tenor, that he would support the humarf. 
nature to which the Son should be united ? If so, I a($k 
\yhat need had the Son of this ? Was \\c not personalia 
sufficient for the support of his human nature I Again, I 
ask, If the engagements of the Father to the Son- were, that 
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he would support the Man to whom the Son should b* 
united^ what # part had the Son to perforin ? Was it not 
simply this, that he should appear to become dependent by- 
becoming united to the Man, and the Father would furnish^ 
assist, and enable the Man to do the whole business of obey- 
ing and suffering ? And is this, Sir, the ground of our 
obligations to the Son of God ? Is this the ground on 
*vhich tho redeemed of the Lord sing u Worthy is the Lamb 
thiU was slain f % * 

It is, Sir, painful to me thus to expose the theory I once 
maintained, or attempted to maintain, and the theory 
which has been advocated by some of the greatest and best 
of men. But I view it to be a duty which I owe to God, 
and to his Son who has given himself for us. And while 
I sincerely lament that the representations of Dr. Hopkins, 
on which I have remarked, are to be found in the writings 
of a man so justly esteemed, it affords me abundant joy 
that the Bible itself is not chargeable with such inconsistent 
representations* 

As I understand the Scriptures, the promises of the Fa- 
ther were made to one who was in truth and reality the « 
Son oY God — to one who ever was dependent on the Father, 
who ever felt his dependence, and was ever willing to ac* 
knowledge it — one who could pray with propriety and sin- 
cerity while in the flesh ; and in view of his dependence^ 
in view of the covenant of redemption, and in view of the 
sufferings, he was about to endure, he could lift up his eyes 
to heaven and say, " Father, the hour is come, glorify 
thy Son, that thy Son may dso glorify thee ; as thou 
hast given him power over all flesh, that he should give 
eternal life to as many as thou ha6t given him : And this 
is life* eternal, to know thee, the only true God, and 
Jesus Christ whom thou hast senU. I h^ve glorified 
{hee on the earth ; I have finished the work which thou 
gavest me to do. And now, O Father, glorify thou me 
ivith thine own self with the glory which I had with thee 
Before the world was" 

To a So$ who could, in sincerity, make such a prayer, 
the Father might with perfect propriety and sincerity make 
promises of assistance, of support, of power, and exaltation. 
On this ground, the covenant transactions between the Fa- 
ther and the Son may appear solemn and affecting realities; 
and likewise all the subsequent proceedings on ihe part of 
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4&e Father, and on the part of the Son. With this view, 
also, agree all the predictions respecting what the Son 
should do and suffer ; all the promises of Divine assistance 
and support ; all that is said by Christ of himself, of his 
.dependence, 4iis derived fulness and authority ; and all 
that is*s^id by the Apostles respectiug the fulness of the 
Qo Ihead dwelling in him ; and of the power and authority* 
which Christ* received of God as Savior, Judge, and Lord 
of all. We have no occasion for any forced or unnatural 
construction of any of these numerous passages of Scrip- 
ture j nor nave we any occasion to framq and invent hy- 
potheses which contradict the plain import of Scripture lan- 
guage, and finally involve us in contradiction and ab- 
surdity. 

Is it not^ Sir, a truth, that the personal self existence of 
the Son oPOod has been too hastily established as an arti- 
cle of Christian faith ? — established as an article of such 
unquestion ble truth and. infinite importance, that every op* 
posing passage of Scripture must be made to bend to it, or 
bred before it ? And that too whte the general tenor of 
Scripture language and Scripture representations are, ac- 
cording^ the most natural import of words, d rectly op- 
posed to the idea ? Yea, with a view to glorify Christ 
with the attributes of personal self existence and independ- 
ence, have not hypotheses been formed which imply a sac- 
rifice of the solemn realities of the covenant of reMmption, 
and of the obedience and death of the Son of God f And 
in, attempting to support this one doctrine, have not the 
plainest and most simple representations of Scripture, and 
even the whole Gospel scheme, been involved in mystery 
and obscurity ? Surely, Sir, before we allow any doctrine 
such a share of importance, we ought, at least, /seriously 
" to inquire whether it be founded in the word of Gtfd. 

As the doctrine of the personal self-existence of the Son 
of God has long been a popular doctrine, have we not on 
that ground received it as true, and made it our business 
to support the doctrine before we examined it by the light 
of God's word f And instead of making the Scriptures a 
standard by which to measure the doctrine,$have we not 
been in the habit of making the doctrine a standard by 
which to measure the Scriptures P 

Will you, Sir, still urge that Christ cannot be a Divine 
„ Person unless he be self-existent ? By what authority t or 



Digitized 



by Google 



t& . - On thrtrml Dmrutt^ and Gtkry of Christ*, , 

by what analogy, will you be able tq support such aaobjeo 
lion? Nothing more was necessary to constitute Seth a? 
human Person than, being the son of a human , PersonL 
And tf God be a Divine Person, Imo^m Son must b& a 
jpivine Person. I According to everv analogy in nature, to* 
affirm that Jesus Christ is God's own Son implies that he is. 
a Pjg^son Tft^WT Divine* 



LETTER VH. 

Thoughts on the Majesty of the Son of God ; his- SIMPLE 
and his compllx character* 

ItF/vr SIB, ' 

WE may view Jesus Christ as originally the Son of God r 
having derived his existence truly from the Father. Yet 
at the period when this world vvas created, the Son* as aj 
&on, and without any special indwelling of the Father* 
might possess powers far transcending all human concep- 
tion* Should it be supposed, that at jhis first existence as 
the Son of God, he was but an infant in knowledge and 
might, yet, prior to the creation of the world, he might 
have existed a portion of duration equal to millions of sucf* 
periods as that from the commencement of time to the 
present day. If then we should, for the present, set aside 
the consideration of his having derived his nature and ca- 
pacity from God as a Son from a Father, and suppose that 
he possessed no greater capacity or advantages for acquir- 
ing knowledge than were possessed by Sir Isaac Newton, 
and also that his progress in knowledge during that immense 
term of duration was in exact proportion to the progress of 
Newton during the period of his life, the knowledge o£ 
the Son of God, at the time of creation, would be as far 
above our conceptions as the heavens are higher than the 
earth. 

To this inconceivable fund of knowledge we may add 
all which would naturally result from his deriving his na- 
ture and capacity from God as a Son from a Father ; and 
all which would result from his being all that term of du- 
ration under the immediate tuition of an omniscient Fa- 
ther, " as one brought up with him" a father who u lov- 
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frth tke Son, and showethknm all things that himself doctfi.** 
These considerations might be allowed to increase the sunt 
of knowledge ten thousand fold. Let it further be admitted* 
that the strength or might Jof the Son increased 4n exact 
proportion to his knowledge ; then, by his own natural 
sufficiency, he migbt, at the time of creation, have bee* 
able to move and manage such a globe as we inhabit, with 
as much ease as we can moye an orange or a foot-balL And 
if it may be admitted, that the real or influential presence 
of an unembodied spirit may, at pleasure, be expanded of 
extended in proportion to his knowledge, the Son of Go4 
might be omnipresent with respect to every portion of crer 
ated existence* 

Such amazing majesty we may rationally suppose the 
Son of God possessed prior to creation, considered simply 
as the Son of God. But this inconceivable greatness, it 
appears, was not suffi ient to constitute the Son the Can*- 
jkTOR without the addition of { the fulness of the Godhead r 
For " God created all things by Jesus Christ ; w and for 
this purpose, as well as others, we may suppose that Qo4 
dwelt in his Son by his own infinite fulness or all-sufficient- ■• 
cy. By this indwelling of Divine fulness, the Son was 
constituted ail-sufficient, but not independent* The 
Father in him did the work. And it is just as easy to con* 
ceive that God should manifest his creative sufficiency 
through the Son as a Medium of display, as in any other 
possible manner* * 

But by the indwelling of the fulness of the Godhead, the 
Son may be considered as possessing a cqmplex^ character* 
To the derived existence and natural fulness oi the Son, is 
united the se^fexistent fulness of the Godhead* 

When the Son of God became incarnate, he became poor 
for our sakes ; he in a sense began his existence ane a t : he 
laid aside the form of God, and became the Son of man m 
an infant state. By becoming incarnate, it appears that 
the Son of God was, for a time, divested not only of the 
fulness of the Godhead, but of his own natural fulness as the 
Son of God : so that the treasures which he lost by incar-^ 
nation were to be re-acquired or re-communicated* tiAnd on 
this ground, we may account for what is said of his in- 
creasing in wisdom, and for all that is recorded whick 
implied any defect in his knowledge. 
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What has been published and circulated through this 
country, of the Rev. William Tennant, respecting his re- 
vival from a state of apparent death, and having, to re-learn 
what he had learned before his supposed decease, may in 
some measure illustrate my idea of what was the conse- 
quence of the incarnation of the Son of God. r 

Now, Sir, if the Son of God did possess such a state of 
pre-existent glory and dignity as has been described, and 
from that state -did voluntarily consent to such a scene of 
abasement as is impHed in his incarnation, sufferings and 
death, is it possible* for us to conceive of greater love and 
condescension than has been displayed in opening the way 
fcr our salvation ? And what more than a mere show of 
Buch affecting realities does your theory support ? It is vay . 
prevailing expectation, that more persons will reject the 
theory contained in these Letters, on the ground of the 
greatness agd reality of the abasement implied in it, than 
on any other ground whatever. But we ought not to foiv 
get, that in proportion to the greatness of the real abase- 
ment, is the greatness of Divine love as displayed dn our 
redemption— -If the degree of real abasement was small, so 
small was the display of Divine love* And if there were 
only a show of the abatement of the Son of God, there was 
so more than a show of Divine condescension and love* 

The Son of God, in union with a human body, was tru- 
ly a complex object ; in which two natures were united in 
one Person. He possessed Divine nature as the Son ot 
God, and human nature as the Son of man. Thus the Me- 
- Diator between God and Men was a Son to both parties. 

But the character of Christ in his incarnate state, was 
not only complex by reason of the union of that pature 
which he derived from God as a Son, with that which he 
derived as the Son of man ; but, while in the flesh, he was. 
supcrnaturally endued by the indwelling of the Father or 
the Holy Spirit. For to the indwelling x>f the Father he 
< ascribed the mighty works which-he perfumed. And as 
God dwelt in him while he dwelt in the flesh, " God wasL 
manifested in the flesh*" 

We *iay moreover observe, that the character of the 
Son of God Was officially complex. As the son' of a King 
possesses royal dignity by royal descent, prior to die con- 
sideration of any particular office, so we may consider die 
Son of God as possessing Divine dignity by Divine descent^ 
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antecedently to his being invested with any particular ofice* 
But wl>en he was invested with offices, his character ho 
came complex by reason of his offices* And as his offices 
were numerous, his official character was very complex. 

On the ground of the complex character of Christ, we 
may rationally account for the numerous names and titles 
which are given to him in the Scriptures. This extraor- 
dinary Person is called The Son of God, The First Begot* 
ten, The Only Begotten Son, The Heir of all things, The 
First-born of every creature, The Brapch, The Beginning 
of the creation of God, A Man, The Son of Man, David,. 
The Son of David, The Stem of Jesse, The Root and the 
Offspring of David t The bright and morning Star, The 
Angel of the Lord* The Angel of God's Presence, The 
Messenger of the Covenant, The Archangel, Shi oh, Mi- 
chael, Messiah, Wisdom, The Word of God, Jesus Christ, 
A Prophet, The High Priest, Kipg, Lord, King of kings, 
Lord of lords, God T s Servant, The Lamb of God, The 
Amen, The faithful md true Witness, The Alpha and Ome- 
ga, The Sun of Righteousness, The Light of the WofM, 
The Bread of Life, The Chief Corner Stone, The Holy 
One of God, The Lion of the tribe of Judah, ShepheTd, 
Bridegroom, Mediator, Redeemer, Savior, Advocate, Em- 
manuel, Gpd, The Prince of Peace, The Image x>f the in- 
visible God, The Lord our Righteousness. 

These and many more names and titles are given to the 
Son of God, to one individual Person. Several of these 
names may be of the same or nearly the same import ; yet 
such a diversity of ideas are naturally suggested by these 
various names, that if there be any propriety in their ap- 
plication, tliey must denote that the character of the Person^ 
was, in a high degree, complex. . For while it is admitted 
that several of these names or titleaflmay be classed together, 
as importing about the same thing, it must be observed of 
the- most of them, that each contains some idea distinct 
. from any other^ And between some of these tides and 
others, there is such a perfect contrast, as can be account- 
ed for on no other ground than that of a complex character^ 
together with the supposition that the same Person has 
been in different situations and conditions. And it may 
be presumed, that there is no other Person in the universe, 
to whom all these names and tides may be applied, but to 
.. ooe who is tculy the Son of God* . 
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* They cannot be apfpliedto the self-ex'stent God : Pot 
tlfe self-existent God cannot be the Son of God; nor the 
servant of God— Nor is k to be admitted, that the self-ex- 
istent God ever became a Man, or the Son of man. Nor 
dm die self-existent God be the Angel of God.— Nor can 
these names and tit'es be properly applied to such a Man y 
as you, «nd the Socinians, suppose the Mm Christ Jesus to 
be. How could such a Man 6e God's Only Son, his 
First-begotten ? How could such a Man have been the 
Angel of <Jod, the Angel of his presence, two thousand 
years before he had any existence I 

To pretend to account for these various names and titles* 
by supposing that the selt-existent God became united to a 
• proper Man, in such a manner that the two intelligences be- 
came one Person^ is only to involve one difficulty to get rid 
of another : For the Scriptures give no intimation that 
Christ is two intelligent Beings m one Person ; and the 

% hypothesis is a plain contradiction to every analogy with 
which we, are acquainted. And one ofl equal ground with 
Dr. Emmons might perhaps say of this hypothesis, as he 
has said of the doctrine of u eterna- generation," that t is 
such a mystery as cannot be distinguished from a real ab~ 

* surdity. ' 

But if We suppose Christ to be truly the Sou of God, 
then every title and name given to him in the Scriptures 

- xnay be justified by Scripture testimony or analogy. His 
titles of God> Man, the Son of Man, will perhaps be the 
most difficult to account for and reconcile. But the plain 
Scripture account of his incarnation will readily show lis 
why he is called a Man, and the Son of Man. And though 
we have no analogy which can justify calling a self-exist- 
ent Person the Son of God, we have plain analogies to jus* 
tify giving the Father's nImes and titles to the Son ot 
God. 

In the present age, It is the delight of parents to give 
their own proper names to their children. * And when a 
father sustains any honorable office, it is no unusual thing 
for him to wish that his son may be advanced to the same 
clffice ; and we have already noted, that it is in the power 
of a King to advance his son to the highest offices in the 
government ; and that it is not an unheard-of thing, that 
a King should confer on his own son his own royal title. 
Besides, so far as we can learn any thing from G(fd'« ad- 
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flress to his Son, in which th* Son is called God, it must 
appear, that the Son possesses this title by the Father's 
pleasure, and not by personal self-existence.— See Part H» 
Letter IV. 



LETTER VIII. 

DtviNE Honors due to the Son of God. 

REV 1 $IR, 

THAT the Son of God is to be regarded as an object 
*>f Divine honors, is so plain from the Scriptures, that 
it seems extraordinary that it should ever have been denied 
by any one who has admitted t^e Bible as a rule of faith 
and practice.— Jn support of the idea, we may note sever* 
al things— 

1. We have express declarations of the will of God. 
** 1 he Father judgeth no man, but hath committed aUjudg~ 
merit to the Son, that all men should honor the Son even as 
they honor the Father." This is a sufficient warrant for 
men to give -Divine honors to the Son of God.-— Angels 
have their warrant also ; for u When he bringeth in his 
<>nly begotten into the world, he saith, Let all the An* 
gels of God worship him. 1 '*— And we have another pas- 
sage which amounts to a wirrant both for men and, An- 
gels : u Wherefore God hath highly exalted him, and given 
him a name which is above every name, that at the name 
pr Jesus every knee should bow, of things in heaven, aijd 
things in earth, and things under the earth." 

2. We have the example ofsamts on earth and saints 
in heaven. In respect to saints on earth, we not only have 
many individual instances recorded, but the great body of 
Christians in the apostolic age were characterized as "those 
who call on the napie of the Lord Jesus" That both angels 
and saints in g ! ory pay Divine honors to the Son of God, 
is represented by John in the account he gives of his visions s 
44 And I beheld, and I heard the voi e of many angels 
round about the throne, and the beasts and the elders ; and 
the number of them was ten thousancHimcs ten thousand, 
and thousands jo£ thousands, paying with a loud vokfc^ 

N 
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Worthy is the L^mb that was slain, to receive po*£ 
er, and riches, and wisdom, and strength, and honor, and! 
glory, and blessing : And every creature which is in 
heaven, and on the earth, and under the earth, and such 
as are in the sea, and all that are in them, heard I, saying^ 
Blessings and honor* and glory, and power, be unto him 
that sitteth on the throne, and unto the Lamb, forever 
and even" 

To those who regard the Scriptures as of Divine authors 
ty, the things which have already been noted may be con- 
sidered as suffi ient to authorize us to pay Divine honors 
to the Son of God ; even if we should be unable- to invest- 
igate the grounds of the Divine directions, and of the ex- 
am pies of sairits and angels. It may, however, be desirable 
that we should obtain a clear view of the reasons why sucl| 
honors are to be given to Jesus Christ.— We may therefore 
observe, 

1. That Divine honors are due to the Son of God, ou 
Okie principle of derived dignity. He is God's own Son, hi» 
First-begotten, his only begotten Son; and he hajh, by in- 
heritance, a more excellent name than the Angels. On the 
same principle that an own and only son of a rightful Kiny 
is to be regarded and honored as a royal person, Divine 
honors are due to the Son of God. 

2. The Son of God is worthy of Divine honors, on the 
ground of his Divine fatness : for it hath pleased the Father 
that in him all fulness should dwell. That fulness which 
Christ possesses by the pleasure v of the Father, is really 
Chris? s fulness; a^d it is as excellent considered as the 

fulness oj Christ, as it is considered as the fulness of the 
Father* The self-existence of God does not imply that he 
was the cause of his own existence or his own fulness. And 
God is, in truth, no more the c use of his (wilfulness than 
Christ is the ciuse of the Divine fulness which dwells ia 
him by the pleasure of God. If, therefore, the fulness 
there is in God be a proper ground on which to give him 
Divine honors, the fulness there is in Christ is a reason why 
we should honor the Son even as we honor the ^Father-*- 
that is, so far as Divine fulness is the ground of Divine 
honors* 

3. The Son of God is worthy of Divine honors, on the 
ground of his Divine offices. It is a dictate of reason and 
revelation, that official character should be respected and 
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fiopored. And the higher tfcV ojpoe a$y .jv-ysoii spstfains 
by right, the greater are th£hoft6r^i^icfi.a^«d!ie<>H<he 
ground of official character. The official character of a 
General demands higher honors than that of a corporal— 
the official character of the President of the United States 
Remands higher honors than that of an ordinary civil magis- 
trate. And on the same principle, Divine honors are due 
to the Son of God : for his offices are truly Divine. The 
offices of Savior, Judge, and Lord of all, are as truly 
Divine offices as any offices sustained by God the Father. 
And if there be any reason to give Divine honors to God 
in view of his Divine offices, there is the same reason to 
give Divine honors to the Son of God : for the Son has not 
obtained these offices by violence or usurpation, but by the 
pleasure of pod, who had an unquestionable right to bestow 
them. And if he truly possess those offices by the gift of the 
.Father, so far as official character may be a ground of Di- 
vine honors, Christ is as worthy of Divine honors as 
though he had possessed the same offices by self-existence. 
Therefore, pn the ground of official character^ we may 
4towr the Son even as we honor the Father* 

4. The Son of God is worty of Divine honors, on llhe 
ground of Divine works. Creation is a Divine work ^ 
and by him were all things created. Upholding and gov- 
erning the world is a Divine wnrk ; and he upholdeth alt 
things by the word of his power ;* and he is Lord of all* 
Salvation is a Divine work ; and God hath exalted him 
|o be a Prince and a Savior— The price of redemption 
he has personally paid ; and he is made Head over all 
things to the church. Judging the world is a Divine work $ 
and the Father hath committed all judgment unto the Son. 
It is indeed a truth, that God does all these things by his 
Son ; but the Son is the real agent or doer of these things, 
as truy as Paul was the author of the Epistles to Timothy. 

It is a principle of reason and eommon sense, as well as 
of revelation, that great and excellent works are a proper 
ground of honor. When the Elders of the Jews came to* 

* Heb. i. 3. In his Family Expositor, Dr. Doddridge express- 
es the opinion, that the phrase " his flower" Intends the power 
qfthe Father ; and the construction of the sentence is in favor of 
^is opinion. But this is no objection to the idea, that the power* 
by which the.world is upheld, is also truly Christ's flower. It i& 
the fiovte f of God, originally and independently, and thev/rqaitff? 
mf Christ by the pleasure of the Father. *• 
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Chmt to Request, fayprfnjieh&lf of the Centurion, whose* 
s»rv^t:^^J^i^*Hiojlii6 # «nd^t!on of the Centurion the 
Elders said, That " he is worthy for whom he should do 
this ; for he loveth our nation, and hath built us a syna- 
gogue." What honors have been paid to Washington, on 
the ground not only of the important offices he sustained* 
but on the ground of the important works he performed ! 
Now, if more honor has been due to Washington on the 
ground of his works, than has been due to the meanest 
soldier in his army* or the meanest peasant in community, 
Divine honors are due to Christ on the ground of his Divine 
\ Tvor&s. A greater than Washington is here ; one who haa 
done greater things ; one who hath loved our race, and 
built us a world, and filled it with the fruits of his kind- 
ness ; yea, one who hath so loved us as to give himself, his 
ttwn life, for our redemption. But God raised torn from, 
the dead, and u exalted him with his own right hand*"— • 
God viewed him worthy of Divine honors, on the ground 
of what he had done, ** wherefore God, hath highly exalted 
him, and given him a name above every name, that at the 
name of Jesus every knee should bow" If it was not im- 
proper for God to place the Son on his own right hand, it 
is not improper for us to pay Divine honors to his name. 
. From the evidence we have in the sacred writings, that 
Divine honors are to be paid to the Son of God, it has been 
inferred, that the Son is personally the self existent God* 
And so confident have some been that this inference is in* 
fallibly correct, that they have ventured, on the supposition 
it be not so, to implicate the Christian world in a charge of 
gross idolatry, and the God of truth in a charge of self- 
contradiction and inconsistency. Is not this, Sir, for fal- 
lible creatures, carrying things to a great length ? And 
does it not imply such a degree of confidence in the correct- 
ness of their own understandings, as none should possess 
until they arrive to that state where they shall see as they 
ahalt be seen, and know as they shall be known ? 

But what, S r, is the ground on which this extraordina- 
ry 'Confidence rests ? Is it not a principle, taken for grant- 
ed, which has no real foundation in reason, analogy, or the 
word of God ? Yea, a principle which is contradicted by 
analogy, and by as plain representations as are contained in 
the Oracles of truth ? The principle taken for grafited is 
this, That it is impossible with God to comtime a charac- 
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T£fc which shall ba worthy of Divine hohbj- g ; 'therefore, # if • 
Jesus Christ be hot personally the si?)f-f xIJtJ^'Gj^^kt c&fr % 
not be an object of Divine honors^ 

But, Sir, be pleased to admit, for one moment, the po$~ 
sibility that Christ is just su ^h a Person and character as I > 
have supposed him to be~truly the Son of the living-God*' 
Gud's own and only Son— a Son in whom it hath pleased 
the Father that all fulness should dwell— one trulv united to 
Deity, and by God invested with the Divine offices of So* 
trior, Lord, and Judge; What but Divine honors are due 
to his name I 

What says analogy ?— By David's pleasure, ' we behol<f 
Solomon placed on the throne bi Israel ; and we see the 
friends of David and of Solomon giving him the honors 
which were due to the «07i of David and King of Israel.—* 
We also «ee the £on of God^ " for the stirring of death* 
crowned with glory and honor, seated on the right hand 
of the Majesty on high, exalted by" God, as Lord of all; 
and shall we pronounce it idolatry to pay him Divine honors 
as the Son of God, and the constituted Lord of the universe I 
Or sha!l we arraign the conduct. of God, and pronounce it 
absurd for him thus to exalt his own Son P 

But what saith the Scriptures i When they represent 
,fchrist as an object of Divine honors, do they not uniform* 
ly represent him as a Person as distinct from God as he ig 
from the Father ? Is there one instance in which he is 
represented as the self-existeht God, and on that ground 
worshipped ? — In regard to those declarations of the Di* 
vine will respecting the honoring of Christ, or the worship- - 
fing of Christ, is he not in the plainest manner distinguish- 
ed from the self-existent God ? ^ All judgment was com- 
mitted unto Hijf by the Father, that all men should 
honor the Son even as they honor the Father. Was he 
not a Being distinct from the one who committed all judg- 
ment unto him ? In the connexion, he calls that Being hig 
Father ; and Peter says, that Christ commanded his dis- 
ciples to preach and to testify that it is He who is ord in* 
ed of God to be the Judge of the quick and the dead. There- 
fore, when he is honored as the Judge, he is honored as, 
one ordained of God* He is then, in this case, plainly 
distinguished from God. It was God also who brought 
him into the world, as the Only begotten, and said, " Let' 
all the Angela o£ God worship nw" It was God also 
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vhp^XZAtJvpf&M^&rt&'God gave him the name which 
islA^e?e1refy4)aiAof iKatatlhe name of Jesus every knee 
should bow* In all these rases, the Son is as clearly dis- 
tinguished from God, as Solomon is, in any place, distin- 
guished from David. 

As there is no declaration importing that Christ should 
he worshipped or honored as being personally the self-ex- 
istent God, we may perhaps find, that, in the examples of 
Worshipping Christ, he was honored or worshipped as 
a Being distinct from God* When he had stilled 
the tempest, they that were in the ship came and wor- 
shipped him, saying, "Of a truth thou art the Son of 
God." And in several instances he was worshipped under 
this title. By the woman of Canaan he was worshipped as 
the LorJy the Son of David, Can any person of candor 
•nd discernment suppose, that in either* of these cases be 
was considered as personally the self-existent God ? The 
terms they used certainly import no such thing. To be the 
Son of God, and to be the self-existent God, are ideas as 
distinct as David and the Son of David. The Angels 
were not required to worship him as the self-existent God ; 
but the self-existent God required them to worship Christ 
as the only begotten Son of God. When John, in the 
Revelations, gives us such a striking representation of the 
worship or Divine honors paid by all the Angels and Saints 
to Christ as the Lamb of God, the Lamb, in the represent 
tations, is clearly distingushed from God as another intel- 
ligent Being— -as one who had been slain— as one who 
bad redeemed us to God by his blood. No one, it is hoped* 
will pretend, that fcod, the self-existent, was ever slain / 
yet when Divine honors were paid the Lamb, the Angels 
and the redeemed of the Lord said, u Worthy is the Lamb 
that was slain, to receive power, and riches, and wisdom* 
and strength, and honor, and glory, and blessing." 

There is not, perhaps, a more striking representation of 
t)ivine honors paid to the Son of God, in any part of the 
iKble, than those which are given by John in the Revela** 
tions ; yet all those honors were paid to one who could say, 
•* I am He that Kveth, and was dead % and, behold, I live 
forevermore ;" and to one whom the worshippers consider- 
ed as having been slain. Then, as true as it is that God 
was never personally dead, so true it is that Jesus Christ 
nay receive Divine honors as an intelligent Being, person?. 
illy distinct from Goo* 
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It may not be amiss here to notice an extraordinary idea 
Suggested by Mr, Jones, in regard to the Lamb. Speak? 
ing upon these words, " Thou wast slain, and hast redeem* 
«d us to God by thy blood,** and feeling the impropriety of 
supposing that <3od suffered and cfted^ he informs us that by 
the Lamb is intended u the Messiah'* humanity" [p. 32. J 
That the title Lamb includes the Messiah's humanity, is not 
denied ; but that the term Lamb means the Messiah** 
humanity in contradistinction to his own proper nature as 
the Son of God, may not be atdmitted. If the name Lamb 
mean the ".Messiah's humanity" in the sense suggested by 
TVJr. Jones, we may properly substitute the terms the; 
* fc Messiah's humanity" whenever the word Lamb is used a* 
denoting Christ. ; 

Let us then make use of the substitute in the connexion 
from which Mr. Jones selected the text. 

* And I beheld, and lo, !n the midst of the throne— stood 
■* the " Messiah's humanity" as it had been slain, having 
seven horns and seven eyes, which are the seven spirits of 
God : And he came and took the book — And when he had 
taken the book, the four beasts and the four and twenty 
ciders fell down before the u Messiah's humanity" — and 
they sung a new song, saying, Thou art worthy to take thf 
book, and to open the seals thereof ; for thou wast slain 9 
&c— worthy is the. u Messiah's humanity" that was slai% 
to receive power, &c— Blessing, and honor, and power, 
Unto him that sitteth on the throne, and to the " Messiah's 
humanity" forever and ever." Rev. ch. v. 

To such absurdity, Sir, are great and good men some* 
times reduced, in attempting to support a theory in op- 
position to the plain import of Scripture language. Ha4 
jVf r. Jones duly regarded the natural meaning of the terms} 
the Son ofGod y wd believed that he was made in the Hie' 
ness of men by becoming the soul of a human body, that he 
really suffered and died on the cross as the antitype of the 
paschal Lamb, he might then have considered the Lamb, 
seen by John, as the Messiah himself and not titiz" Messiah's 
humanity"— But if an Athanasian writer may so construe 
the names of the Son of God, as implicitly to represent all 
the heavenly hosts as worshipping the u Messiah's humani- 
ty? majr I not escape censure in regard to the hypothesis 
that God hath exalted his own Son and constituted him an 
object of Divine honors f 
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What ! you may say, are we to have two Gods ? No, 
Sir; my object is to prove that we have but one self-existent 
God, by proving that, in the view of God, of angels, and 
of saints in glory, the Son of God is an object of Divine 
worship ; not, indeed, on the ground of self- existence, but 
on the ground of his dignity as God*s own and only Son 9 
and the constituted Lord and Savior of the world. 

But, Sir, let it be distinctly understood, and never for- 
gotten, that whi e we thus honor the Son™ God, we honor 
the Father a?so. Christ taught his disciples this doctrine, 
He that receiveth me, receiveth him that sent me ; and he 
that despiseth me, despiseth him that sent me. And whea 
he taught the Jews that the u Fatherjiath committed all 
judgment unto the Son, that all men may honor the Son 
even as they honor the Father," he subjoined, u He that 
honor eth not the Son^ honor eth not the Father that §ent 
liim." And when Paul stated to the Philippians how God 
had exnlted his Son^ and given him a name above every 
name, that every knee should bow to the name of Jesus, he 
let them know that the Divine honors to be paid to Christ 
Were u to the glory of God the Father" 

On whichsoever of the grounds that have been stated, we 
pay Divine honors to the Son of God, the same are, at the 
Same time, paid to the Father, 

If we honor the Son on the ground of the Father's re- 
juirementi we thus honor the Father. 

If we honor the Son on the principle of derived dignity 
as the Son of God, the character of the Father is the 
primary ground of the honors paid to the Son. 

If we pay Divine honors to Christ on this ground, (hat 
44 in him dwelleth a 1 the fulness of the Godhead," we honor 4 
the fulness of the Father* as truly as when the Person of 
the Father is immediately honored. 

If we honor the Son on the ground of his official charac- 
ter and the Divine authority he possesses by the pleasure 
of the Father, as ,the constituted Savior, Lord, and Judge 
of the world, it is not only the authority of the Son, but the 
Father's authority in him, which we honor and adore. ^ 

If we honor him on the ground of his Divine xvorks aft 
Creator and Lord, the Father in him does the work. 

If we honor the Son on the ground of his abasement, suf- 
ferings and deaths for our sakes, we are at the same time 
to remember, that " God so loved the world, t* he 



Digitized 



by Google 



On the real Divinity and Glory of Christ 105 

feAVE his only begotten Son"— and that it is " UNTO 
God" that the Son hath redeemed us by his blood. 

Therefore, in every point of view, and on eveiy ground, 
the Divine honors which are paid to the Son are " to the 
glory of God the Father." 

Is it not, Sir, surprizing, that Christian writers should 
have been so unguarded as to assert, that if jesus Christ 
be not personally* and truly the self-existent God, then the 
Christian church in all ages have been guilty of " gross 
idolatry ;" and that the religion of Christ " is so far from 
destroying idolatry, that it is only a more refined and dan* 
gerous species of it ?" If such writers have incautiously 
implicated themselves in a charge of idolatry* it is hoped 
they will not blame me for that* To accuse them of 
idolatry, or to view them as guilty of it, is fat from me* 
I*or though the correctness of their views, in respect to the 
ground on which-Divine honors are due to the Son of God* 
is doubted, yet in my view they have not given him more 
honor than is due to his name* They may have, indeed* 
in support of their theory, said things respecting the per- 
sonal self-existence and independence of the Son of God, 
which are more than are true j but it is doubted whether • 
any Christian on earth, in his devotional views and feel- 
ings, eVer ascribed so much real excellency and gloty to 
Christ, as are properly due to his name. 

If you, Sir, entertain the idea, that my views of the 
real excellency, glory, and love of Christ, have been lower- 
ed down by adopting the present theory, be assured that 
the very reverse of your apprehensions is the truth. While 
supporting your theory, and speaking conformably to it, 
my language imported ideas respecting Christ which now 
appear incorrect. But it is one thing to adopt forms of 
speech of high import, and another to have distinct and 
impressive ideas of real majesty, dignity, and glory. And 
while, formerly using language which imported the self- 
existence and independence of Christ, my ideas respecting 
his greatness and glory, as a distinct Person 'from the 
Father, were very confused and indistinct. ' For it was 
impossible for m$ to form a definite idea of what could be 
meant by Person, on the theory of three Persons in one God 
or one Being. The Son of God, as united to the man or 
human nature of Christ, was to me a certain something* 
about which the terms self-existence and independence were 
O 
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used by me as by others, but of which no definite idea was 
conceived, any more than of that in bodies which is called 
the principle or power of attraction ; excepting jvhen, by 
the aid of analogy, the Son of God was viewed as a distinct 
intelligent Being. But as this was contrary to the theory, 
when that occurred my mind was necessarily confused. 
But on the present theory, the natural import of Scripture 
language, in view of analogies, affords me ideas of the 
' Majesty, the Gl©ry, the Dignity, and the Love of Christ, 
far more distinct, exalted, and impress foe, than any ^which 
ever entered my mind on Athanasian ground. 

It is not, however, Sir, my intention to intimate that 
your views, and the views ef other cAthanasians, respecting 
Christ, are not greater, and in some respects much more 
clear, than my own present views* My object has been 
simply to state the effect of the present theory on my own 
-mind. And for this reasofl — it is perceived that some 
have apprehended that the character of the Son of God 
must have been depreciated in my own view. 

Here it may be proper to notice more particularly the 
self-contradiction and inconsistency, in which it has been 
supposed God must be involved if his Son be not self- 
existent — The parts of the supposed contradiction are of 
the following tenor, viz. 

On the one hand, God has positively prohibited the 
worship of idols, or any god but himself. He has said, 
u I am God, and there is none else. Thou shalt have no 
other gods before me." " I am the Lord, that is my 
name, and my glory I will not give to another, neither my 
praise to graven images." 

On the other hand, God said respecting his Son, " Let 
all the angels of God worship him" — And he has given 
him a name above every name, that at the name of Jesus 
every knee should bow. 

In view of such passages, it has been inferred that Christ 
is personally the same God who has made these declara- 
tions,, or there must be a contradiction. — To show that 
neither, of these inferences is correct, is the design of the 
following observations. 

1. If Jesus Christ be truly the Son of the self-existent 
God, he is neither a graven image y an idol 7 nor a false god* 
Hence, 
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2. A prohibition respecting the worship of graven im~ 
ages, or idols, ox false gods, amounts to no prohibition of 
paying Divine honors to the Son of God, as the Son of God, 
or the constituted Lordoi the universe. — Therefore, 

3. Consistently with all that God has said in the Bible 
against the worship of graven images, of idols, or of false 
gods, he might exalt his S^i, and require men and angels 
to pay Divine honors to his name. 

It may still be thought,, that if the Sqn be not the self- 
existent God, but has been exalted by the self-existent God 
as an object of Divine honors, then God has given his glory 
to another, contrary to his own word. It may therefore be 
observed, 

4. For God to give his glory to another, in the sense 
of the text alluded to, must imply doing something respect- 
ing another or authorizing something to be done respecting 
another, which is dishonoisary to himself. To glorify 
another, or to cause another to be glorified, in a manner 
"which contributes to his own glory, is perfectly consistent 
with his declaration that he will not give his glory to another. 
To make out, then, that there is so much as the shadow of 
a contradiction in the case, it must be made to appear, that 
to pay Divine honors to the Son of God, as the Son of 
God, and the one in whom the Father is ever well pleased, 
is dishonorary to the Father. But to prove this, will be 
a task which probably very few will venture to undertake* 

By those who have urged this supposed contradiction, 
has it not been taken for granted, that the Son of God may- 
be a distinct Person from God the Father, and yet the self 
same Being P And should this, Sir, be taken for granted ? 
But if it be, still the texts which they rely upon for the sup- 
port of the supposed contradiction, do as fully import a 
prohibition of Divine honors to any other Person but the 
one who made the declarations, as to any other Being. — 
In those texts God does not represent himself as three Per- 
sons, but as one individual Person—" I am God, and there 
is none else — Thou shalt have no other gods before me—- 
I am the Lord, and my glory /will not give to another." 
Therefore, if these passages amouut to a prohibition of 
paying Divine honors to the Son of God, as being truly the 
Son of .God, they equally prohibit paying Divine honors to 
the Son considered as a distinct Person from the Father,, 
whether self existent or not* The self-same Person is repre- 
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rented as saying at one time, /am the Lord, and my glory I 
will not give to another... At another time he says respecting 
the Person who is called his only begotten Son^ u Let all 
the Angels of God worship him." And, if these passages 
"would involve a contradiction on the hypothesis that the 
Son is a Person truly derivpd from the Father, they in* 
volve precisely the same contradiction on the hypothesis 
that the Son is a self-existent Person distinct from the 
Father. 

Having thus endeavored to show, from the Scriptures, 
that Divine honors are due to the Son of God, and the 
grounds on which they are due, and also to obviate wha$ 
has been viewed by some as insurmountable objections to 
the theory, you will suffer me now to appeal to your own 
conscience, and ask, whether my views of the honors due 
to the Son of God do not harmonize with your own prac* 
tical views and feelings^ and with your usual forms of speech 
in prayer and praise ? Reflections on my own former 
views and feelings, and observations in regard to the pray*- 
ers of my Athanasian brethren, encourage me to do this. 

In respect to my own experience, adopting the present 
theory has given no occasion to vary my forms of speech 
from what was natural and usual with me before, in regard 
to the Son jof God. And it is observed, that the prayers of 
my Athanasian brethren, so faf as the Son is mentioned, 
agree with my present views ; excepting when they appear 
to wish to introduce some particular expressions to commit 
nicate or support their particular theory. It may not then 
be amiss to class myself with you and them, and observe 
how rve pray. 

We occasionally address petitions to Christ as the Son 
of God, the Lord of ajl, the Redeemer of our souls, or the 
Mead of the church. We sometimes distinctly thank him 
for his kindness and mercy in laying down his life for our 
redemption ; and for the benefits we receive through his. 
mediation and atonement. But in this particular, perhaps 
we are generally deficient ; and much less frequently bring 
the Son into view in our prayers than would be proper. In 
7 our ascriptions of praise, at the close of our prayers, we 
frequently and properly mention the Father and the Son as 
two distinct Persons, or intelligent Beings. . \ 

But in general^ we address our prayers to God as one 
distinct Person and Being. We bless the name of this one 
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God for his kindness and love in giving his own Son to die 
for our offences. And the forms of speech which we use * 
clearly convey the idea that God is one distinct intelligent 
Being, and his Son another ; as distinct as any other father 
and son, We beseech God to bestow favors through the 
mediation and atonement of his Son, We plead with God 
on the ground of what his Son has done and suffered for 
us. We adore God for having exalted his Son as Lord of 
all, and making him Head over all things to the church. 
And, in conformity to the language of Scripture, we make 
use of thousands of expressions which denote as clear a dis- 
tinction between God and his Son, as are ever made be- 
tween Abraham and Isaac. 

And, however inconsistent such a distinction may be 
with the Athanasian theory, it is a distinction to which we 
are naturally led' by our intimacy with the language of the 
Bible. And these forms of speech are, it is thought, a 
correct expression of the habitual and practical views even 
of Athanasians themselves, in their devotional exercises.— 
Believing this to be the case, and that it is consistent with 
the manner in which Divine honors are paid to the Son of 
God by saints and angels in heaven, who can believe that ■■ 
the Christian church have been guilty of u idolatry" in the 
homage they have paid to the u Lamb of God I" 

In considering him as the self-existent God, it is thought 
jny brethren have been under a mistake ; but not in con- 
sidering him as an object of Divine honors ; nor is it ap- 
prehended that in their habitual and devotional feelings they 
have ascribed more honor than is due to his name. And 
so far as they have fallen short of believing, feeling, and ac- 
knowledging the awful realities of the personal abasement^ 
suffering, and death, of the Son of God, so far they have, 
in my opinion, in one particular, fallen short of giving him 
due praise. 

The ten times ten thousand, and the thousands of thou- 
sands, who were observed by John as paying honors to the 
Son of God, did not say, Worthy is the Lamb who united 
himself to a map that was slain; nor did they say, Worthy 
is the u Messiah's humanity" that was slain : but, " Wort 
thy is the Lamb, that was slain, to receive," &c. 

In a preceding verse, the Redeemed do not say, Thou 
art worthy to take the book, and to loose the seven seals 
thereof; for the man to whom thou wast united was slain s 
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but, " Thou art worthy — for thou wast slain, and hast 
redeemed us to God by thy blood." 

Must it not, Sir, appear on your hypothesis, either that 
Divine honors were paid to the " Messiah's humanity" or 
that the self-existent God was personally slain f As you 
will deny both these positions, let me ask, how can you 
consistently join the song of the redeemed, till you renounce 
your theory ? Can you ever, consistently, say, Worthy is 
the Lamb that was slain ? 

POSTSCRIPT TO LETTER VIIL 

SO far as I have had opportunity to be acquainted with 
the views of others, it has been, in general, professedly 
conceded by Athanasians, by Arians, and by Socinians, 
that there can be but one object of Divine honors ; and 
that if Christ be not personally the self-existent God, to 
worship, or to pray to him, must be idolatry. 

But, Sir, are not God, and the Soir at his right hand, 
two distinct objects ? Are not God, and the Lamb, two 
distinct objects ? When God said respecting his Son, 
44 Let all the angels of God worship him," is the meaning 
the same as though he had said, Let all the angels of God 
worship me ? Suppose an earthly King should exalt his 
own soil, and give him the right hand as a co-partner with 
him on the throne, and require all his subjects to " bow the 
knee" and pay royal honors to the son ; would not the fa- 
ther and the son be still two distinct objects ? And have 
we not reason to believe, that it is in allusion to such events 
that we have it represented in the Scripture, that God hath 
exalted his Son with his own right hand ? 

If God has, in very deed, given all things into the hands 
of the Son, and exalted him to be Lord of all, can it be 
idolatry to worship him according to the rank assigned him 
by God ? Can it be improper or criminal to pray to him 
who is thus able to help us, and to praise and thank him 
for what he is, and for what he has done for our sakes ? 

When you say that it must be idolatry to worship or 
pray to Christ, unless he be the self- existent God, do you 
not implicitly accuse God of establishing idolatry ? For the 
Divine honors to be paid to the Son are instituted by God. 
Besides, do you not arbitrarily attach ideas to the terms 
worship and prayer, which do not necessarily or naturally 
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belong to them ? viz. That worship and prayer imply, that 
the object worshipped and addressed is acknowledged to 
be personally the self-existent God, by him who worships 
or prays. 

But by what authority do you attach such ideas to the 
words worship and prayer P May not a child bow the 
knee to his father, and ask forgiveness for an offence, or 
pray for favors which the father can bestow ? May not a 
subject do the same before a worthy King ? The word 
worship is used to express the reverence or respect paid by 
an inferior to a superior ; and in proportion to the degree 
of disparity, is the degree of homage and respect which is 
due. 

Shall it, Sir, be deemed consistent for a poor malefactor 
to bow the knee to one whom the people have exalted as 
-President of the United States, and supplicate favor ? 
'And shall it be deemed a crime to make supplication to Him 
tvhom God hath exalted with his own right hand, to be a * 
Prince and a Savior, to give repentance and remission of 
sins ? It is not indeed proper to pray to the President as 
to the self-existent God ; but it is proper to address peti- 
tions to him, and to pay homage to him according to his 
rank or dignity. Nor is it in my view proper, in address- 
ing prayers to Christ, to consider him as personally the 
self-existent God. Yet it is proper to prn^to him, and toy?r*vey 
worship him as Lord or all ; as a Being whom God hath -^ 
' seen fit to " exalt with his own right hand ;" and as one 
in whom God, by all his fulness, dwells. 

And how, Sir, can we be in subjection to God, unless we 
cheerfully a bow the inee" to the Son, and acknowledge 
him to be " Lord, to the glory of God the Father ?" The 
worship paid to the Son is called Divine; not because it is 
divinely required ; but because in my view the Son is a 
Divine Person ; a Person of Divine Origin and Dignity^ 
of Divine Fulness and Authority* 

If you, Sir, are surprized to .find me thus approving the 
idea of paying Divine honors to two distinct objects, will 
you not be still more surprized, should it be demonstrated, 
that, on your theory, Divine honors must be paid to three 
distinct objects ? 

Your theory supposes three self-existent Persons ; and 
these three distinct Persons you consider as three distinct 
Agents ; and each of these three distinct Agents you con- 
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skier as an object of Divine worship. As you disavow the 
idea of three Gods, it would be ungenerous to accuse you 
of worshipping three distinct Gods. But, that you profess to 
worship three distinct objects, as God, how can you in truth de- 
ny ? Is not every distinct Person or Agent a distinct object of 
contemplation ? And are not three distinct Persons as 
clearly three distinct objects as three trees ? Is it possible 
for you, or any other man, to form an idea of three distinct 
Persons which does not include three distinct objects P 

It has, Sir, been urged, on your side of the question, 
that we can easily conceive of the FiTHtR as one distinct 1 
Person, of the Son as another distinct Person, and of the 
Holy Ghost as a third distinct Person ; and the difficulty 
is, to conceive how these three distinct Persons can be but 
one Being, or one God. This part of the hypothesis is ac- 
knowledged to be mysterious jind totally inconceivable.— — 
Your worship, therefore, must be paid to the three Persons 
as to three dutinct objects ; for if you worship the three 
Persons at all, you must worship them according to youi* 
conceptions, and not according to what you do not conceive* 
If you have no conception of the three, otherwise than as 
three distinct Persons, you can have no conception of them 
otherwise than as three distinct objects. 

From my ow^ experience as an Ath^nasian, suffer me 
to appeal, Sir, to your conscience, whether you ever did 
conceive of the Father and the Son otherwise than as two 
distinct objects. When you address the Father, and ask 
favors through the mediation of his Son, do you not con* 
ceive of the Father and the Son as two distinct objects i 
And do you not consider yourself as addressing one of the 
distinct objects, and not the other ? When you address a 
prayer directly to the Son, as the Head of the church, do 
you not conceive of him as an object distinct from the Fa- 
ther ? And when you consider the three Persons as one 
God, do you not consider them as being as distinctly thr f& 

OBJECTS as THREE MEMBERS of ONE COUNCIL ? Moreover, 

do you not love the Son of God as a distinct object from the 
Father, and the Father as a distinct object from the Son ? 
If y6\\ speaA of the three Persons as three objects, if you 
Conceive of them as three objects^ and if you love them as 
three distinct objects, is it not undeniable that you worship 
them as three objects f t 
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tfyou say that worshipping one of the three is Wor- 
shipping the whole, why are you not satisfied with the wor- 
ship of Socinians ? They profess to worship one of the 
three, as possessing all possible perfection* But with this 
you are not satisfied* And why not ? Because, in your 
view, the other two Persons are neglected and treated witk 
dishonor* The other two Persons, you say, are worthy of 
' the s*me honors as the Father* And does it not appear from 
this, that you consider three distinct objects as worthy of 
Divine honors ? Besides, is it not a common thing for 
writers and preachers to take pains to prove that each of 
the three Persons are worthy of equal honors ? And are 
they not fond of using expressions of this import irt prayer ? 
' Is it not, then, evident, that they do consider the three 
distinct Persons as three distinct objects ? When we have 
but one object in view, we do not say equal honors are due 
to that object j it is, then, in view of three distinct objects 
that they say that equal honors are due to the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Ghost. And every time they say this f 
they implicitly say there are three distinct objects equally 
worthy of Divine honors. 

On due reflection, Sir, must you not be sensible, that as 
often as you worship three distinct Persons, you worship 
three distinct objects ? And that it is impossible for a hu- 
man mind to conceive of three distinct Persons, otherwise 
than as three distinct objects ? i 

Now, Sir, is it not clearly evinced that ydur theory does ' 
imply the worship of three distinct objects as God ? Yet to 
fix upon you the charge of worshipping three Gods^ is not 
in my heart ; doubtless while you worship the three distinct 
objects, you do it conscientiously, believing that, in some 
mysterious, inconceivable manner, these three distinct ob- 
jects are so united as to be but one God* Such was the case 
with me, and such it is believed is the case with you. 

Suppose a venerable council, composed of A, B, and C f 
by whose benevolence you have been benefitted — You ad- 
dress to them a letter of gratitude— In the first place you 
address them as one body or Council; then you distinctly 
thank A, as moderator, for proposing the plan ; you thank 
B, as an advocate, who has exposed himself to insults for 
your sake : you thank C, for some special agency in carry- 
ing into effect the result of council — You then conclude 
with an ascription of equal thanks to A, B, and C, as on* 
P 
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council. Let me ask, have you not distinctly addressed 
three distinct objects ? 

Is it not, then, in vain to pretend that you worship but 
one object, while you, in your prayers, distinctly name TBREE 9 
' .flbd tnank each for some distinct agency ? 



LETTER IX. 

The two Theories compared, in respect to Christ, considered 
as a SuFFBRhR on the Cross, as the Savior of the Worlds 
and the Lord of the Universe* 

REV SIR, 

PERHAPS it may be useful to enter into a more criti- 
cal examination of your theory, as it respects the character 
of him by whom the atonement was made for the sins of 
the world. 

For the purpose of examination, let it be admitted as 
true, that the Father and the Son are two self-existent and 
co-equal Persons, and that the incarnation of the Son im- 
plies his union to such a proper Man as yqu suppose Jesus 
of Nazareth to have beetfc Let us in the next place make 
the supposition, that the Man Jesus had been united to the 
Father instead of the Son, in as strict a manner as it impos- 
sible that God and Man should be united. If the Father 
be equal to the Son, a union of the Man to the Father wou'd 
imply precisely the same dignity as a union with the Son. 
Then suppose, that in that state of union with the Father, 
the Man Jesus had suffered on the cross ; would not his 
sufferings have been of precisely the same value as an atone- 
ment* as in the case of his suffering in union with the second 
Person ? This, it is presumed, you wil! not deny* 

Permit me now to ask, whether the sufferings and death 
of that Man, could, with any propriety, be called the suf- 
ferings and death of God the Father ? — Moreover, as on 
your theory the value of the sufferings of the cross results 
not from the dignity of the real sufferer , but from the dig" 
tiity of the Person to whom the Man was united, we will 
further suppose, that this Man, in a state of union with the 
Father, was called the Son of God ; would not the atone- 
ment for the sins of the world have been precisely the same 
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that it 19 on your hypothesis ? The sufferer would be 
precisely the same, and the Person with whom the Man 
was united would be of precisely the same dignity. And, 
on this supposition, wou?d there not be a far greater pro- 
priety in saying that the Son of God died for us, than there 
is on yours ? If that Man united with the Father shou d 
be called the Son of God, and did 1 jally lay down his life 
for us, it might then be a truth that a Son of God did die 
for us. But on your theory, what propriety could there 
be in such a representation, any farther than the Man is 
considered as the Son of God ? But as you consider the 
Son of God as having complete existence, and even self- 
existence ', distinct from the Man, the incarnation implied 
a union of two intelligent Beings, as properly so as Gabriel 
and Adam. The first of these " suffered not in the least," 
but on the Man was. laid the iniquities of us all. 

What then, Sir, is the difference in the character of him 
who really bore our sins in his own body on the tree, con- 
sidered on your theory, or on the Socinian theory ? You 
may indeed suppose the Man to be more intimately united 
to God, than is supposed by Socinians. But a second self- 
existent Person, or even a pre-existent Son of God, suffer- 
ed no more according tp your theory than according to 
theirs. The sufferings, on both theories, were all really 
endured by an intelligent be ng, a proper Mm, whose first 
existence began less than forty years before his death ; a 
man who never had possessed even the shadow of pre- 
exj^tent dignity, riches, or glory, and who was in no higher* 
sense tKe Son of God, than Abraham or Moses. You may 
indeed say, that * c the Man Jesus was united to the Person 
of the Son of God f* but this very assertion implies that 
the Son and the Man were two distinct intelligences ; and 
that the Man was not truly the Son of God, but another 
intelligent being united to tie Person of the Son of God. 

Suffer me now, Sir, in an impartial manner, to exhibit 
in contrast, the different theories we have adopted, as they 
respect the character of Him who was really slain for us f 
and who bore our sins in his own body on the tree. 

On your part, the case stands thus, The sufferings of 
the cross were wholly endured by a Man, who was some- 
how mysteriously united to a second self-existent Person, 
whom you call the Son of God. Yet this Person you call 
the Sou of Godj endured no share in the sufferings of the 
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» cross ; the Man only suffered and died. This re'tl sufferer 1 
Jiad never enjoyed one moment of pre-existent dignity or 
glory. He knew nothing what it was to be in the Father's 
bosom ;' and as he never had been rich, he knew nothing 
what it was to become poor, in any other sense than is known, 
by other poor children who a^e born into the world. His 
u being born, ar.d that in a low condition,** was a matter 

" to which he had never consented. He lived, indeed, a life 
perfectly exemplary, and died a death truly distressing^ 
But ths Son^ to whom you suppose this Man was united, 
was so far from sharing a part in the suffering of the cross, 
that he only enabled the Man to hear a greater portion of 
sufferings than he would otherwise have been able to endure. 
But can this circumstance be considered as any real favor 
to the Man P And indeed, Sir, can you see that this Man 
ever received the least benefit from a union with your sup- 
posed self-existent Son, from the time he was born in the 
jnanger, to the moment he expired on the cross ? So far 
as the inspired writings have informed me, this Man de- 
rived all the benefits which he did derive, from God the 
Father. And why should it be thought to contribute great- 
ly to the dignity of this Man to be united to a Person from 
whom he derived no manner of assistance, or support, un- 
less, »t were to enable him to endure a greater portion of 
real sufferings ? 

On the other hypothesis, the sufferer on the cross was a 
very different character — He was truly the Son of the liv* 

*ing God t had long been in the bosom of the Father bdfcre 
the foundations of the earth were laid, u as one brought up, 
with him, and was daily his delight,** He was highly hon-. 
©red by the Father in the great work of creation ; for God 
created all things by him,. In him it pleased the Father 
that all fulness should dwell. He was as intimately united 
to the Father, as it is possible the Man Jesus should be, on 
your theory, to a second self-existent Person. He wa* 
honored ^by the Father as the Angel of his Presence on the 
most solemn and interesting occasions, and was tru y in the 
Iorm of God : for he was the u image of the invisible 
God.'* But while in this state of pre-existent glory, he be- 
held our perishing state ; he saw that the blood of bulls andj 
of goats was not sufficient to take away sin ; and he said to 
his Father, " Sacrifice and offering thou wouldst not, but a 
*ody hast thou prepared me"~ * ho I come to (Jo thy wp* 
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O Cod*" He laid aside the form of God, and volunta- 
rily became united to the body which God had prepared, 
and was thus u made in the likeness of men" u And being 
found in fashion as a man, he humbled himself and became 
obedient unto death, even the death of the cross." Such, 
Sir, fa the Lamb of God who taketh away the sin of the 
world. This is the character, in view of which, ten thou- 
sand times ten thousand tongues sing, Worthy is the Lamb 
that was slain* 

Having thus carried out the two accounts, let us cast 
them up, that we may clearly see the disparity. And as 
you cannot deny that as much dignity may be derived from 
a union with the one God, the Father, as from a union with 
a second self-existent Person ; in respect to the character 
of the real sufferer, the case will stand thus : 

On your part, the sufferer is a Man with such dignity as 
he may derive from a union with a second self existent Per- 
son* 

On my part, the sufferer is that glorious Son, by whom 
God created all things in heaven and eai$h, possessing all 
the dignity which can result from die most perfect union 
with the one God, the Father* 

The difference, then, in the character of the sufferer, \& r 
at least, as great as all the difference between the constitut- 
ed Creator of heaven and earth, and the mere Man or hu~ 
purn nature of your Messiah* 

You have, Sir, too much candor to deny, that the real 
' suffefer is a character of unspeakably greater importance on 
this theory, than on yours, But still you may think, that 
Christ, considered as a complex object, or character, as the 
Sapior and Lord of all, is greater on your hypothesis than 
he is on mine. Ihis, however, may appear to be only 
imagination. 

We are perfectly agreed in one point, viz. That there is 
but one infinite self-existent God* In your view, this infi- 
nite God consists of three self-existent Persons ; in my view, 
the one infinite God is but one selfexistent Person. The 
one Person, then, on my theory, must be equal to the 
three Persons of your theory, in regard to fulness and suf 
fciency. In your view, one of the three self-existent Per- 
sons is united to the Man or human 1 nature, and this self- 
existent Person and the Man are the Savior and Lord of all 
rr|n my view, the Savior and Lord of all is the Son of the 
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living God % and By nature u the brightness of the Father's 
glory, and the express image of his Person ;" so united to 
the one infinite God, that in him dwells, not merely one of 
three Persons, but all the fulness of the Godhead bodily. 

As, in your view, the Godhead consists of three distinct 
Persons, each possessing independent fulness ; and as but 
one of these Persons is supposed to be united to the Man 
Jesus; inquiry might be made, whether your theory does 
not naturally suggest the idea, that there is but one third of 
the fulness of the Godhead implied in the complex character 
of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ. But it is needless to 
urge this. And on the ground already stated, the matter 
is submitted to every impartial mind, whether the character 
of the Lord Jesus does not appear vastly more impressive 
and glorious on the theory now proposed, than on the 
Athanasian hypothesis. 

It may possibly be urged by some, that if Christ derived 
his existence from God, as a Son from a Father, he must 
be as incapable of suffering as the Father. This conclusion 
is not admitted as resulting from the premises. But it 
would sooner be admitted that it is possible with God to 
render himself capable of suffering by union with a human 
body, than that the Son of God did not suffer on the cross. 
My knowledge of the Nature of God and his Son is all de- 
prived from the Bible. This informs me, that Christ is 
God's own Son ; and that u though he were a Son, yet 
learned he obedience by the things which he suffered.* 
And who is so well skilled in the philosophy o£ Divine Na~ 
ture, as to be able to contradict this testimony in either 
particular ? Is it not more safe for ustb receive the JJivine 
testimony as stated in the Scriptures, than to reject it; by 
philosophizing on unrevealed properties of Divine Na-i 

TURE? 

How often, Sir, have our brethren, on youy side, urged 
aur ignorance of the Divine Nature, as a reason why we> 
should not reject revealed doctrines concerning God and his, 
Son ? And yet, have not the same brethren, on the ground 
of their supposed knowledge of the Divine Nature, im«* 
plicitly denied and explained away two of the plainest truths 
which are contained in the Bible ? Are there, Sir, any two 
propositions more clearly affirmed in the Scriptures, than 
these, viz. That Jesus Christ is God's Son ; and, that the 
$on of God suffered and died on the cross ? Yet how m^- 
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tkj millions of pages have been written and how many 
millions of sermons have been preached, to prove that Je- 
sus Christ is so far from being properly the Son of God, 
that he is the very God, the very Being, whose Son the 
Scriptures declare him to be ! Yea, the very Being who 
proclaimed from heaven, " This is my beloved Son /'' And 
liave not the numerous, plain, and unequivocal representa- 
tions of Scripture, respecting the sufferings and death of 
the Sow of God, been so explained away as to imply no 
more than that a Man or mere human nature suffered and. 
died, to whom the Son of God was mysteriously united ? 
And what is all this, Sir, short of philosophizing upon Di* 
'vine Nature, and drawing conclusions at an extraordi- 
nary rate ? Would Gabriel himself pretend to so much 
knowledge of Divine Nature as thus to contradict Di- 
*Vine Revelation i 

' Though I may have been accused of being w too mathe- 
matical for the Bible," yet it is my desire never to be st> 
philosophical as to prefer my own deductions from fancied 
properties of the Divine Nature, to the most explicit de- 
clarations of the Word of God. But while thus disapproving 
the conduct of my brethren, the Monitor within whisper^, 
Such has been thy own inconsistency : and, perhaps, as 
great inconsisten y, in some other point, still lurks undis- 
covered — " Let him that thinketh he standeth take heed 
lest he fall."* * 



* Either while asleep, or awake, the following scene has some- 
times been presented to my imagination — 

The writer of these Letters is called before an Ecclesiastical 
Council to answer to a charge of heresy. The accusers, with 
solemn formality* present against him the following af tides of 
charge : 

1. He has publicly taught, That Jesus Christ is the Son of 
God, God's own Son. 

2. He has also taught, That the Son of God did really suffer 
on the cross, for the sins of the world. 

The Council inquire of the accused in what sense he under- 
stands those propositions. 

He replies. According to the common acceptation and most 
natural meaning of the words. * 

The result follows.... / 

• This Council are of opinion, that the said accused is guilty of 
heresy. For though in some mysterious sense* Christ is called 
the Son of God, yet he is not the Son of God according to the 
common acceptation of the term Son : so far from this, he is per- 
sonally the only true God$ yeV'JEsus j* that Gqd, besides whom 
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t 

SINCE writing the foregoing Letter, it has occurred to 
me, that there is one mode of illustrating and supporting 
the dignity of the sufferer ^ which has been adopted by some 
Athanasians, that has not been particularly considered.—* 
As a woman of low rank is exalted by marriage to a worthy 
Prince or Potentate, so it has been supposed that the Man 
Jesus or the human nature was exalted by union with the 
JSon of God. Upon this hypothesis, let it be observed, 
* 1. When this ground is taken, the dignity of the real 
sufferer is supposed to result simply from union with a 
Person of infinite dignity. The Queen, after marriage, 
takes rank from her Royal Husband : so it is supposed 
that the Man Jesus is exalted by union with the Son of 
God* It is true, that the King and Queen, in a certain 
sense, are t>ne ; but not in such a sense that the obedience 
or the death of the Queen might be properly considered a* 
the obedience or the death of the King, And if a King, 
ibr a certain purpose, had engaged to obey and to die, hid 
becoming married to a woman of low rank, and causing 
tier to die instead of himself, would not be esteemed very 
honorable conduct. 



f here is no other. 99 * And though it be represented in the Scrip- 
tures, that the Son of God suffered ; yet as he is personally the 
immutable God, it was impossible that He should really suffer. 
The Man or human nature suffered, which was united to the 
Person of the Son of God : The sufferings, therefore, are called 
the sufferings of the Son of God. It is in our view infinitely de- 
grading tb Christ, to say, that he is properly and truly the Sow 
of God ; or to say, that He did really suffer the death of the 
Cross. '-^-Thus far the .result. 

It has, however, been. intimated to me, that some of our bretl> 
Ten are prepared to evade all I haye written on the sufferings of 
the Son of God, by saying, that they ever professed to believe 
that Christ is the Son of God, and that he suffered on the cross. 
I have, Sir, aimed honestly to state the real difference of .senti- 
ment between us. on those two points. If, in any respect, I have 
misapprehended your theory, I shall rejoice in being corrected. 
And if indeed you do believe that Christ i* truly the Son of God, 
and that he really suffered on the cross, I shall be happy in be- 
ing informed that there is no ground of controversy between us. 
But if I have not mistaken your theory, it is believed that you 
have too much generosity of soul and uprightness of heart, to 
attempt to evade the farce of truth by a mere quibble upon words. 



* Mr. Jones-— page 8. 
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fe. The Scripture representation is, that the Son ot 
feoD did really abase himself, ana become poor, for our 
sakes. But on the hypothesis now before us, the scene is 
changed — Instead of abasing nimself, and taking oh hini 
ibizform of a servant, he toot to himself one who was nai* 
vrally in the form of a servant, and exalted the Man instead 
of abash* g himself— Instead of bt iiig u made in the likeness 
of men, he raised a man to the likeness or dign ty of God 
—Instead of dying himself he caused the Man to die to 
whom he was united. 

It seems to have beeti the geiieral ide^ that the Son of 
God became united to the Man or human nature, that he 
might be in a situation to obey and to suffer. And yet, on 
your theory, it was just as impossible that he should obey 
and suffer after the union as it was before. Dr. Hopkins 
expressly says, that " this personal union of the Divine na* 
ture, of of God the second Person in the Godhead, with 
the human nature, does ttot cause or suppose any change 
in the former ; all the change^ or that is changeable^ is ill 
the human nature" [System* vol. I. p. 411. J — By " the 
Divine nature, or God. the second Person in the Godhead™ 
the Doctor meant the Son oP God. The Son of God, there* 
fore, experienced no change, either in becoming un'ted to 
the Man or human nature, nor in consequence of this union 
•—He was then in precisely the same situation in regard to 
obedience and suffering after the union, that he was before* 
What, then, Sir, has the Son of GoD <&her done or suf* 
fered for our salvation ? And why wiiPPu pretend that 
he became united to a Man that he ^jttht obey and suffer ? 

3* If a mere Man, by virtue of ^niori with the Son of 
God, might derive such dignity as to atone for the sins of 
the world, it is evident that the same dignity mig^ result 
from the same mysterious union between the same Man 
and the Father, And as the Man Christ Jesus never spake 
of his union with a second D vine Person, but often spake 
of hi$ union with the Father, the probability would be much 
in favor of the idea that his union was with the Father.—* 
If, then, the Socinians would only add to their theory the 
idea of a mysterious union between the Man Christ Jesus 
and God the Father, what would be the difference between 
your Savior ar d theirs ? It is not in my power to discern 
that there would be so much as one shade of difference.-*- 
The Man Jesus, considered separately from his union witfe 
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the Godhead, is perhaps as great on their theory* as on 
yours ; aor will you pretend that the Son is greater than: 
the Father. If the Socinians would only annex that on& 
idea to their theory, it does nofappear that you would have 
the least ground to dispute with them about the greatness 
of the Savior, however much, you might dispute about 
the number of self-existekt Persons. — Be not, Sir, of- 
fended at this comparison : my aim here is simply tcr 
urge you to inquiry, and to a thorough examination of your 
own theory. 



* 
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ON THE CHARACTER OF THE HOLT SPIRIT. 

LETTER L 

jBj/ the Holy Spirit is intended the same as the Fulness of the 

Godhead* 

REV. SIR, 

HAVING stated to you my views of the Father and 
the Son, the Character of the Holy Ghost will now be con- 
sidered. On this point the Oracles of God are our only 
guide ; and to their dictates it behoves us to submit with 
reverence. 

You will not consider me insensible of my accountability 
to God in regard to all my writings : nor can you reason* 
ably view me as haying any interest to promote, aside from 
the promotion of Truth* 

If your views of the Holy Ghost are according to truth, 
certainly there can be nothing for me to gain by advancing 
and advocating a different hypothesis : unless it may be for 
my advantage to expose myself to censure and reproach. 

On the other hand, if my views are according to truth, 
it is as important for you, as it is for me, to understand and 
admit them. 

Your having so great a majority of the Christian world 
on your side, is not sufficient to secure to you the approba^ * 
tion of God.f— Be entreated to keep these things in mind, 
while you read and reflect on the important subject now 
before us. 

From what you have already seen on the character of 
God and his Son, you have doubtless concluded, that in my 
view the Holy Spirit is not a self-existent Person. You 
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will now see, that in my view the Holy Spirit is compre* 
Bonded in the self-existence of Jehovah, but without distinct 
personality. The terms Holy Spirit, or Holy Ghost, aa 
used in Scripture, do not appear to me intended to express 
another Person besides the Father and the Son ; yet, to my 
understanding, these terms convey an 'dea of that which i& 
of no less estimation. It is that in God, by which he is able 
to do good and communicate, either immediately r or through 
the instrumental of other agents. 

-By the Holv Ghost, radically considered, the same is 

Understood as by the phrase, the fulness of the Godhead. Yet 

the terms Holy Spirit, are, it is thought, most commonly 

app'ied to the productive, efficient emanations of Divine 

fulness.. 

The following phrases appear to he perfectly synony- 
mous — The Holy Ghost — the Holy Spirit — the Spirit of 
God-* the Spirit of the Lord— the Spirit of the Lord God- 
like Spirit of the Father. That these are synonymous, wilt 
probably not be denied by any person well acquainted with 
the Scriptures* And should any one be disposed to deny 
it,; the idea may be fairly established by comparing Scrip* 
ture with Scripture. 

JMy ideas of the Spirit may be better understood by a 
little attention to some Scripture metaphors,— rGod is rep- 
resented by the metaphor of the natural Sun. " The £ord 
God ip a Sun." Then the rays of light and heat, which 
emanate or proceed from the sun, are an emblem of thp 
** HMy t Spirit which proceedethfrom the Father" Like the 
yays of- the sun, these Divine emanations of the fulness of 
God, illuminate, quicken, invigorate, andfructifyi 

God is also represented as a Fountain of living waters,, 
If we consider the Fountain as in the earth, then the effu^ 
eions. or streams which proceed from the Fountain may 
represent the Holy Spirit. But if vte consider the Foun- 
tain as a fountain of vapor in the air, then the showers of 
rain or dew will properly represent the emanations of Di- 
vine ftdness. 

tfy the Holy Spirit, or, the Spirit of God, is not, in my 
view, intended any one attribute merely, but all those at- 
tributes which are implied in the FULNESS pr ALL-SUFFI- 
C*ekcy of the Godhead. 

Before an attempt to explain those texts pf Scripture 
which have been supposed to import that the Spirit of God 

Digitized by VjOOQlC 



On the Character xftke Holy Spirk. 12$. « 

is a distinct Person from the Father and the Son, it may 
be well to exhibit a part of the considerations which have * 
had influence on my mind in favor of giving up that opin* 
ion. 

1. It has appeared to me inconsistent to suppose that 
the Spirit should be both a self-existent Person and the 
Spirit of a Person ; yet the Spirit is perhaps spoken of as 
the Spirit of a Person twenty times to its being once spok* 
en of as though it were a distinct Person. There are in- 
deed several instances in which the Holy Spirit is personi- 
fied or spoken of as it would be natural to speak of a Per* 
Son; but the number of these instances is much less than 
was expected previous to inquiry. And it is observable 
that the spirit or soul of man is also several times personi- 
fied in the Bible, and spokeii of as though it ,w,ere some* 
thing distinct from the man ; or as though the man and hi* 
spirit were two persons. Instances of this are perhaps 
pearly as numerous as the instances in which the Spirit, of 
God is personified. But it ought to be distinctly noted* 
that when we have become habituated to the idea that by 
the Hoiy Spirit is intended a Person^ the idea of a Persoa 
will immediately arise in our minds, upon hearing or see- 
ing the words Holy Spirit or Holy Ghost. So if we had 
been taught from our infancy that the natural sun is a per- 
, son, then we should think of it as such whenever it should 
come into view. This may account for its having been 
supposed that there is much in the Scriptures in favor of 
* the distinct personality of the Holy Ghost. 

Ip general, throughout the Bible, the Holy Spirit is 
spoken of as the spirit of a person, just as we speak of the 
spirit of man as the spirit of a person ; and in the same 
spanner as the sacred writers speak of the attributes of God 5 
not as distinct Persons, but as something of a. Person, or 
in a Person, or belonging to a Person. The inspired wri« 
ters speak of the Spirit of Man, the Spirit of God, the 
'Spirit of the Lord, the Wisdom of God, the Power of 
God, the Goodness of God, and the Will of God. 

We may also observe, that when God speaks of the 
Spirit, he says, u my Spirit,? just as he says, u my Power,* 
*' my Goodness," &c. These and similar forms of speech^ 
respecting the Holy Spirit, are very numerous in the Bi-< 
ble, and they naturally convey the idea that the Spirk of 
Cod it not a distinct Person, but the Spirtt'of a Person 4. 
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as naturally as the forms of speech respecting Wisdom, 
i*ower, and Goodness, convey the idea that they are aft 
tributes of a Person, gnd not so many distmct Persons. 

If it were admitted, that the term God means three self? 
existent Persons, even on that supposition the phrase, tKc 
Spirit of God, would not imply that the Spirit is one of those 
Persons, but it would be the Spirit of three Persons. 

If the Holy Spirit be a self-existent Person distinct 
fretn-the Father, it is doubdess an important truth, and one 
Which we should not expect would have been unrevealed 
until the taking place of the Gospel dispensation. Yet majr 
it not be said with safety, that there is no more evidence 
in the Old Testament of the distinct personality of the Ho- 
ly Spirit, than there is of the distinct personality of the 
Power of God, or the Knowledge of God, or the Goodness 
of God ? fia fa* as before observed, the Spirit is uniform- 
ly spoken of as something belonging to God, and not as a 
distinct Person. 

The phrases « the Spirit of God," * the Spirit of the 
Lord," " my Spirit," " thy Spirit," « his Spirit," are the 
usual phrases by which the Holy Ghost is represented gi 
the Old Testament. The terms, " the Holy Ghost," afe 
not, I think, to be found in it. The terms, Holy Spirit*, 
are found three times ; and in each of those instances it is 
spoken of as the spirit of a person, and not as being a self- 
existent Person. " Take not thy Holy Spirit from me. n 
** And vexed his Holy Spirit" — w And put his Holy Spirit 
within him." Unless, then, the saints under the Old Te$* 
tament had some evidence which has not come to us, was 
it possible that they shou'd believe that by the Spirit of God* 
or the Holy Spirit, was intended an independent Person 
co-etemal with the Father ? 

The manner of representing the Holy Ghost in the Old 
Testament is common in the New.-*- We often read, m the 
New Testament, of the Spirit of God, the Spirit of the 
Lord ; we also read of the Spirit of the Father, and his 
Holy Spirit. 

Some writers, if I have not misunderstood them, have 
.been disposed to make a distinction between what they c^U 
" the personal Spirit," and the Spirit of God or the ema* 
nations of Divine fulness ; but I have not been able to find 
any ground for this distinction. That which is called the 
Spirit of God, or the Spirit of the Lord, in one place, is 
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tailed the Holy Ghost in another. In the prophecy ot 

.Isaiah, we have several predictions respecting the Son of 
Cod, and his being endued with the Spirit of the Lord— 
•* I have put my Spirit upon him" — " The Spirit of the Lordf 
God is upon me," &c. These predictions were fulfilled 
on the day of Christ's baptism, when the Holy Ghost 
descended upon him. Matthew says, " the Spirit of God 
descended :" Mark and John simply say, u the Spirit 
descended ;" but Luke, in giving the same .account, says* 
** the Holy Ghost descended." from these passages it is 
evident, that u the Spirit," " the Spirit of the Lord," u the 
Spirit of God," and " the Holy Ghost," mean the same 
thing. Moreover, when the Holy Ghost was given to the> 
Apostles in such an extraordinary manner, on the day of 
J'entecost, Peter in his sermon said, u This is that which 
<ras spoken of by the propliet Joel, And it shall come to 
|>ass in the last days, saith God, that I will pour out of my 
Spirit upon all flesh." 

There is another class of parallel texts which may help 
us to some correct ideas of the Holy Ghost. When Christ 
6ent forth his disciples to preach, he forewarned them that 
they should be brought before Governors and Kings for his 
sake. " But," said he, u when they deliver you up, take 
no thought how or what ye shall speak ; for it shall be giv- 
en you in that same hour what ye shall speak : for it is not 
,ye that speak, buttle Spirit of your Father which speaketh 
in you." [Matt. x. 19, 20.] This is Matthew's represen- 
tation.-— Mark expresses the same thing thus, " For it is 

' not ye that speak, but the Holy Ghost." [Mark xiii. 11.]— 
Luke says, u For the Holy Ghost shall teach you in the 

. fcame hour what ye ought to say." [xii. 12.] And Luke, 
in another place, repeats this, or a similar promise of 
Christ, in these words, " For I will give you a mouth, 
and. wisdom, which all your adversaries shall not be able 
to ga ; nsay nor resist." [ch. xxi. 15.] From these several 
passages compared, it clearly appears, that the Spirit of the 
Father, and the Holy Ghost, are the same thing ; that the 
Spirit of the Father speaking in them, the Holy Ghost's 
speaking, the Holy Ghost's teaching them what they ought 

9 to speak,, and Christ's giving them a mouth and wisdom, 
are all of the same import ; and that the sum of the 
promise to the Apostles was, that they should be eiidued 
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irith supernatural sufficiency or assistance on suctt 
1 occasions. 

2. That the Holy Spirit, or the Spirit of God, is not a 
distinct Person, may appear from a number of other terms 
^hich are used as svnonymous. 

The breath of the Lord is used as synQnymous with the 
Spirit of the Lord. The wicked are represented as con- 
sumed both bv the " breath of the Lord," and by the 

* * Spirit of the Lord**— " By the blast of God they perish* 
and by the breath of his rtiouth are they consumed" — u And 
then shall that wicked be revealed whom tlie Lord shall 

" consume with the Spirit of his mouth* Moreover, as an 

* emblem of giving the Spirit , Christ breathed on his dis- 

* ciplesv and said, " Receive ye the Holy Ghost." 

The hand of the Lord and the Spirit of the Lord are 

* used as synonymous. u So the Spirit of the Lord lifted 
file up, and took me away— but the hand of the Lord was 

*• strong upon me" — u By his Spirit he hath garnished the 
: heavens ; his hand hath formed the crooked serpent"-*- 

44 The heavens are the work of thy hand™—" And the hand 

bf the Lord was with them, and a great multitude believed 

and turned to the Lord." 

The finger of God and the Spirit of God are synony- 

Iteous. " By his Spirit he hath garnished the heavens"-— 
: * 4 1 consider the heavens the work of thy fingers"— ■" But if 

* I cast out devils by the Spirit of God, then the Kingdom 
of God is come unto you"— u But if I with the finger of 
God cast out devils, no doubt the kingdom of God is come 
Upon you." 

, Can it be viewed as proper or respectful to speak of one 
self-existent Person as the breath, the hand, or the finger 9 
of another co-equal Person ? 

As the arm, the hand, or the finger of a person, is sub- 
ordinate to his will, so the Spirit of God is unifornily 
represented as subordinate to the will of God. And as 
any thing Which is done by the hand of a man, is done By 
the man, so any thing which is done by the Spirit of God* 
is done by God* Accordingly, in the^Scriptures, the sam^ 
things are at one time attributed to God, and at another to 
the Spirit of God, or the Holy Ghost. 

3. The metaphors made use of in Scripture to repre- y 
sent the Spirit, the act of giving or sending the Spirit, and 
the descent of the Spirit, are clearly against the opinion that 
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ike Spirit is a distinct Person* Water is the metaphor 
most frequently used to represent the Spirit ; and the act 
tii sending or giving the Spirit is represented by pouring 
cut y shedding forth*, sprinklings washing* or baptizing j 
and the descent of the Spirit is compared to the descent of 
rain and dew. 

Giving the Spirit is also compared to giving water to 
drink, and to anointing with oil. And in reference to the 
impression the Spirit makes on the hearts of saints, it is 
compared to ink* \ 

Can you, Sir, suppose, that these metaphors and repre** 
sentations properly apply to a Person, or to the act of send- 
ing a self-existent Pdrson ? Pouring out and sprinkling 
are perhaps the mostlcommon metaphors to represent the 
act of sending the Holyi Spirit ; and what metaphors could 
you invent more impropcrto^represent the act of sending 
a Person ? It is God who says, u I will pour out my 
Spirit." And if you say by God is meant only one of three 
. self-existent Persons, will you also say that one self-existr 
ent Person promises that he will pour out another self- 
existent Person ? 

Permit me, Sir, to ask, what do you mean when yon 
pray to God to pour out his Spirit'? Do you mean to ask 
one self-existent Person to pour out another i Dq you apt 
mean to ask God to make a gracious display of his fulness 
for the production of some important effects ? 

When you speak of a great out-pouring of the Spirit of 
God, do you mean to represent that one self-existent Per- 
son has made a great outpouring of another co-equal Per* 
son ? Do you not mean that God has mpde a great display 
of his power, wisdom, and goodness, upon the hearts and 
minds of men i It is presumed you will admit that the 
latter is your meaning. And it is a comforting thought 
that my views of the Spirit not only accord with the natural 
import of Scripture language, but with what appears to 
be the real views of God's people in their prayers for the 
. Spirit. 

3. The Spirit of God is spoken of in the Scriptures a$ 
something which may be given by pleasure^ or without 
measure ; and when communicated or displayed by meas* 
ure, we may speak of a residue* 

. After John the Baptist had seen the emblem of the 
descent of the Holy Ghost upon the Son of God, be not 
R 
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only bare record that He is the Son of God, but also that 
•* He whom Gcd hath sent, speaketh the words of God | 
'for God gfoeth not the Spirit by measure unto Aim." la 
this verse, the Son's having the Spirit without measure, is 
given as the reason why the words which he speaketh are 
the -words of God. 

As the Son of God had the Spirit not by measure, so he 
'had it in a manner that he could communicate it to others ; 
-therefore John further testified, u This is He, or the same 
Is He, which baptizeth xvith the Holy Ghost" But while 
'the Son had the Spirit without measure, the Apostles and 
'Saints had it by measure. 

* The prophet Malachi, in leaving testimony against the 
Conduct of the Jews in putting away their wives, brings 
into view the wise conduct of God in creation, in making 
but one woman for one man*—" And did not he make one ? 
"yet had he the residue of the Spirit," The idea intended 
r to be communicated appears to be this, that God did not 
Heglect to make more than one woman for one man through 
*3tny defect of wisdom, power, or goodness. Had it been 
best, he was all-sufficient to have made more, and would 
have done it. Does not, then, this text plainly suggest^ 
- that by the Spirit is intended the fulness or all-sufficiency of 
God ? And do not the phrases, the Spirit by measure^ 
and the residue of the Spirit, naturally oppose the opinion 
that by the Spirit is intended a distinct and independent 
Person ? 

As infinite wisdom saw fit not to place me on a level 
with you, and most of my brethren in the ministry, in 
Tespect to the advantages of a learned education, you may 
think it improper for me to suggest any argument from 
the Greek language respecting the Holy Spirit. But not 
pretending to much knowledge of that language, permit 
me to ask a few questions. Are not the articles and pro- 
nouns in the Greek language, agreeing with the terms Holy 
Spirit, uniformly of the neuter gender t And are not the 
articles and pronouns agreeing with the Father and Son, 
of the masculine gender ? *And what is the ground of this 
distinction, if the Spirit be a proper Person I 

In reply to these questions, it has been said, that tbe 
noun, Spirit, is of the neuter gender ; and |he genius of 
the Greek language requires, of* course, that the article* 
and pronouns should be of the neuter gender. All this i* 
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easi T y believed ; not seeing that, in this respect, the genius 
of the Greek language differs from our own. But why, 
Sir, is the nounneuter ? And how did you know that it 
was neuter, but by the neuter articles and pronouns ? Had 
masculine articles and pronouns been uniformly used 
^throughout the New Testament, as agreeing with the noun* 
Spirit, would you ever have known or thought that the ^ 
noun was of the neuter gender ? 

In some instances, the translators gave us the pronouns* 
agreeing with the Spirit, in the neuter gender, according 
to the Greek—" The Spirit itself beareth witness with our 
Spirit."— w The Spirit itself maketh intercession for us.'%* 
Instead of itself they might have said himself as well as 
to have given us he y his, him, for it, its, &c. And if they 
had as uniformly given us the pronouns in the neuter, as 
they are so in the Greek, the appearance of the Spirit's 
being a distinct Person would have been nearly excluded 
from the Bible. And we should have as much reason to 
suppose that by 4t our Spirits*' are intended Persons distinct 
from ourselves, as that byjhe u Spirit of God" is intended 
a Person distinct from the Father. This probably would 
have been completely the case, unless we should have had 
some source of information, by which we should have^been 
fible to correct the natural import of inspired language. 

This subject of the pronouns is not introduced as having 
had any influence in forming my opinion of the Holy Spirit. 
It was formed previous to any information on this particu* 
Jar. Yet, in my view, this circumstance corroborates that 
opinion, and is worthy of the most serious attention. 

No person, in conversation with me, has pretended to 
deny the fact, that the pronouns in Greek for the Spirit 
are of the neuter gender ; and no one has given me any 
satisfactory reason why they should be translated as per* 
8onal pronouns of the masculine gender. It is, however* 
possible, that you, or some other person, may yet do it ; 
but until it is done, you will allow me to consider the ar- 
gument in view, as of great weight against the personality 
of the Holy Spirit. 
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LETTER II. 

Some Passages considered^ -which have been supposed to sup* 
port the Personality of the Holy Spirit* 

REV. SIR, 

IT may be proper now to pay some attention to those 
passage* of Scripture, which have been supposed most cer* 
tainly to imply the distinct personality of the Holy Spirit. 

1 Cor. ii. 10. " The Spirit searcheth all things, yea the 
Heep things of God. w 

This passage has much of the appearance of favoring the 
personality of the Spirit. But if we candidly attend to the 
following verse, this appearance may disappear— 44 For what 
inan knoweth the things of a man, save the spirit of man 
that is in him ? Even so, the things of God knoweth no 
inaii, but the Spirit of God. n It is obvious, that the Spirit 
<>f God is here represented as bearing the same relation to 
God, as the spirit of a man does to the man. But as a man 
and his spirit are but one person, so God and his Spirit are 
represented as one Person. 

' Mr. Jones has quoted the last of these verses, to prove, 
in opposition to Arians, that the Spirit of God is essentiaU 
fy God, as truly so as the spirit of man is essentially man. 
This text does indeed afford a conclusive argument against 
the Arian hypothesis ; but it also affords an argument 
equally conclusive against the hypothesis of Mr. Jozies. It 
is op the ground of the comparison or parallel exhibited in 
the text, that Mr. Jones shows this text to be opposed to 
the Arian scheme 5 and on the sdme ground it is as clearly 
opposed to his own, unless he would undertake to say that 
a man and his spirit are two persons. If he could make 
this appear to be true, then he might well argue that Godfe 
and his Spirit are also two Persons. 

Acts v. 3. u But Peter said* Ananias, why hath satan 
filled thine heart to lie unto the Holy Ghost ?" 

Peter and other apostles had. been filled with the Holy 
Ghost in a remarkable manner ; and it was doubtless by 
the Spirit of God that Peter was enabled to discern the de» 
ceit and falsehood of Ananias. His lying, therefore, waa 
really lying t* the Holy GhqsU Ananias had doubtless 
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been a witness of the wonderful thipgs which God ha<| 
clone, and that the apostles had done, by the Holy Ghost, 
or in consequence of being u endued with power from on . 
high," and for him, in the face of those manifestations of 
Divine goodness, wisdom, and power; to come forward 
with a lie or deceitful pretence to the apostles, was truly to 
u tempt the Spirit of the Lord," or to tempt the Lord to 
display the same power in his destruction, that had been 
displayed for the salvation of others. 

Heb. iii. 7. " Wherefore, as the Holy Ghost saith, To- r 
day if ye will hear his voice." 

r We have many instances in Scripture, in which it is rep- , 
resented that the Hoy Ghost spake, said, &c. The words 
of Peter will explain the matter—- 44 Holy men of God spake 
as they were moved by the Holy Ghost." [2 Peter i. 21. J 
God by his Spirit or fulness taught them what 4t they ought : 
to speak." 

2 Cor. xiii. 14. 44 The grace of our Lord Jesus Christy 
and the love of God, and the communion of the Hoi/ 
Ghost, be with you all. Amen." 

Thi§ passage has often beett urged with considerable con* 
fidence as a proof that there are three self-existent Persons 
in the Godhead, and that the Holy Ghost is one of those 
Persons. But a little attention to the natural import of the 
passage may be sufficient to show that neither of the)(£ ideas . 
are implied. We may note— 

1. God is here named as a Person distinct from the 
Lord Jesus Christ, and Jesus Christ is named as a Per* 
son distinct from the self-existent God. 

2. The text does not say, u communion with the Holy * 
Ghost," as though the Spirit were a Person ; but a com* 
munion of the Holy Ghost," as though the Spirit were 
something to be received. We have a similar phraseology, 

1 Cor. x. 16. u The cup of blessing which we bless, is it 
not the communion of the blood of Christ P* Neither the 
Cup nor the blood of Christ is a person ; but a benefit, of 
which we may be the thankful partakers. The import of . 
the benediction may be this, May you experience the grace 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God, by being made x 
thankful partakers of the Holy Spirit, to sanctify, to teach, 
to support, and to comfort you forever. 

The phrase i4 fellowship of the Spirit," is the samfe in tha 
original as communion of the Spirit. . This by Poole's Cota- 
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tinuators is explained to mean, communion among saints 
$n the " grace of the Spirit." [Phil. ii. 1.] 

In our Savior's affectionate discourse with his disciples 
before his passion, for their comfort and support, he prom- 
ised them the Holy Spirit under the title of the Comforter. 
"JThe substance of what he said in that discourse, respecting 
the character of the Spirit shall here be brought into view. 

" And I will pray the Father, and he shall give you 
another Comforter, that he may abide with you forever, 
even the Spirit of Truth." [John xiv. 16, 17.] 

44 But the Comforter, which is the Holy Ghost, whoirf 
the Father will send in my name, he shall teach you all 
|hin^, and bring to your remembrance all things what* 
soever I have said unto you." [John xiv. 26*} 

" But when the Comforter is come, whom I will send 
unto you from the Father, even the spirit of truth 
which prgceedeth from the Father, he shall testify of me* 
Efohnsv^e:] 

" If I go not away, the Comforter will not come unto 
you ; but if I depart, I will send him^unto you ; and when 
fie is come, he will reprove the world of sin, of righteous- 
ness, and of judgment," [John xvi. 7, 8.] 

44 When he, the spirit of truth, is come, he will guide 
you into all truth, for he shall not speak of himself ; bu^ 
whatsoever he shall hear, that shall he speak • And he will 
$bow you things to come* He shall glqrify me, for he shall 
receive of mine, and shall show it unto you." [John xvi» 13. J 

Had we no other passages of Scripture, by which} to de- 
termine the character of the Holy Spirit*- we should most 
naturally be led to the. conclusion that the Holy Spirit is a 
distinct Person. Yet, it inay fee asked, should we conclude, 
* that the Spirit i§ a Person independent, and equal with the 
Father ? For throughout the whole description, is, nqt the 
Spirit represented a6 subordinate to the will of the Father I 

In these passages, Sir, we may contemplate the Holy 
Spirit as properly personified under another name, for the 
^ same reason that we personify the natural sw% when we 
^ wish to give a striking and impressive view of its glory t 
utility, and importance. And yet there seems to have, 
been particular care taken that our minds should not b$ 
misled by the personification. If you, Sir, will be at the 
trouble of removing from these verses the personal pro* 
nouns % and write neuter Jtr0nouns in their room, so far as 
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the original will justify such a change, you may find the 
personification far less strong than it is in our translations 
After yo» have made this change in the pronouns, you will 
not find the Spirit more strongly personified, or spoken o$ 
as a distinct Person from the Father, than the spirit or soul 
of man is often personified, or spoken of, ps a distinct per* 
son from the man. Thus the Psalmist addresses his sou% 
w Why art thou cast down, O my soul ? Why art thou 
disquieted within me ? Hope thou in God," &c. — The 
rich fool is represented as addressing his soul as it would 
be natural tfo address another person— 44 I will say to my 
soul, Soul, thou hast goods laid up for many years, take 
thine ease, eat, drink, and be merry." 

Moreover, there are several things said of the Com- 
forter, which naturally suggest the idea that it is not a 
Person^ but an emanation of the Divine fulness^ which is 
intended. When Christ had named the Comforter, he 
immediately explained— the Spirit of truth /which natural* 
ly suggests the idea, that what he was speaking of was aft 
efficient influence or emanation from that God who is 
truth. Besides, he said, u The Holy Ghost which pro* 
teedeth from the Father ;" and this is the precise idea of 
emanation. But it does not comport with the idea, that 
the Spirit is an independent Person, cp-equal with the 
Father. * 1 here is, however, still more decisive evidence 
to be produced. 

These gracious promises of Christ, of the Comforter, 
were renewed to the Apostles after Christ had risen from 
^he dead ; and in renewing the promises, the personifica- 
tion was wholly omitted. 

In giving an account of what Christ said to his AposdesY 
between the resurrection and ascension, Luke in his Gos- 
pel states, that Christ said to them, " And behold, I send 
the promise of my Father uponyou ; but tarry ye at Je* 
rusalem until ye be endued with power from on high." 
[Luke xxiv. 49.} 

In the introduction to the Acts of the Apostles, Luke 
brings the same thing again into view, but in a different 
form. After mentioning that Christ " showed himself . 
alive after his passion, by many infallible proofs, being 
seen of the Apostles forty days, and speaking of things per- 
taining to the Kingdom of God," he adds, " And being 
assembled together with them, commanded them that the/ 
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should not depart from Jerusalem, but wait for the promise 
of the Father, which, saith he, ye have heard of me. For 
John truly baptized with water , but ye shall W baptized 
with the Holy Ghost not many days hence." 

The Apostles were inquisitive, and asked, saying, " Lord, 
wilt thou at this time restore again the kingdom to Israel ? 
And he said unto them, It is not for you to know the times 
or the seasons which the Father hath put in his own power* 
But ye shall receive power after that the Holy Ghost is come 
upon you." 

In these several accounts there is an obvious reference 
to the prior promise of the Cotnforter ; and these passage* 
serve to explain the import of that promise. To be endued 
with power from on high, to be baptized with the Hoty 
Ghost, and to have the Comforter sent unto them are all tho 
same thing. The substance of the whole was this, that 
they shoul be endued with supernatural powers, supernatu- 
ral fortitude, supernatural support, assistance, and comfort £ 
and thus be prepared to go forth in the name of Christ to 
preach the Gospel, and to confirm their doctrines by signs 
and wonders or incontestable miracles* K 

And it paay be worthy of particular notice, that the Holy 
Ghost is represented as something with which the Apostles 
should be baptized, as John baptized with water. " John 
truly baptized with water, but ye shall be baptized with the 
Holy Ghost" The Holt Ghost, in the baptism which the 
Apostles were to receive,answers to the water in the bap- 
tism administered by John. And unless we may suppose 
that the water in John's baptism was an agent , we may not 
suppose the Holy' Ghost to be an agent in the baptism re- 
ceived by the aposdes.* 

The promise of Christ was fulfilled ; for " when the day 
of Pentecost was fully come, the Apostles were all with 
one accord in one place. And suddenly there came a sound 
from heaven, as of a rushing mighty wind, and it filled all 
the house where they were sitting. And there appeared 
unto them cloven tongues, like as of fire, and it sat on each 

* As the metaphor of water is abundantly used to represent 
the Holy Spirit, baptizing with the Holt Gnosr harmon- 
izes with that metaphor ; the same as pouring out, shedding 
fbrth, sprinkling, &c. In the NewTestament, six times, we have 
the representation of baptizing, wi*h the Holt Ghost. But 
where shall we find one instance in which the Holy Spirit is rep- 
resented as an Agent or Administrator in baptizing \ 
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, 6f them. And they were all filled with the ffoty Ghost^ 
and began to speak with otter tongues as the Spirit gafe 
them utterance. 

Thus, Sir, was Christ's promise of the Comforter fulfil- 
led ; the Apostles were baptized with the Holy Ghost ; 
they were endued with power from on high ; and as the 
first fruits of this power they spake languages that they had 
never studied or learned; and they spake, as ihe Spirit 
+ gave them utterance. x , a 

Let us now attend to Peters account of the fulfilment of 
j the promise of the Comforter, vjrhich he gave in his Ser- 
, mon on that memorable occasion. 

" This Jesus hath God raised up* whereof we all are 

. witnesses. Therefore being by the right hand of God ei- 

alted, and having received of the Father the promise, of tine 

- Holy Ghost y he hath shed forth this which ye how see 

„ and hear." 

As the Holy Spirit in this baptism answered to the water 
* in John's baptism, add as! Christ himself had become the 
% administrator of this baptism, Peter with great propriety 

said, u iifehath shed forth this which ye now see and hear* 
^ Tins evident it is, that* in Peter's view a the Holy Ghost 
,. is something which may be shed forth by the Son of God* 
. to whom the. Spirit had been given not by measure ; by 
^ hiin, in whom it had pleased the Father that all fulness^ 
should dwell. The, same view of the Holy Spirit is given 
„ ? .by Paul, in his epistle to Titus, — a According to his inercy, 
v . he saved us by the washing of regeneration, and renewing 
I of the fioly Ghost, which he shed on iis abundantly 
^ through Jesus Christ our Savior." [Titus iii. 5, 6.1 

If by the Holy Spirit be meant the fulness of the God- 

. iead, or an efficierit emanation of Divine fulness, the word 

shed may very properly be used to express the manner of 

t its being given or sent. But who will say that this is & 

. proper term by which to express the act of giving or send- 

; ing a Person? And if we may believe that the Apostles 

\ understood the promise of ihe Comforter, which is the 

Holy Ghost, may we not belieVe that the Holy Spirit is 

not a Person distinct from the father and the Son i 

Thus, Sir, it has been my endeavor to explain what 
Christ intended by the Comforter, by making the Scrip- 
tures their own interpreter. You will not, it is hoped, see 
I toy sophistry in my reasonings upon this particular* *' Aq4 
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if ndty it is belietedthat you mufet, at least, very strongly 
*doubt the correctness of any theory which supposes the 
Holy Spirit to be a Person. For in no other instance is 
the Spirit so strongly personified as under the name of the 
Comforter. 

c There are two other texts which deserve very particular 
attention, viz. Matthew xxviii. 19. and 1 John v. 7. But 
*my. views in relation to these texts will lead me to some 
discussions which would be, in this place, rather an inte£- 
'ruption totlte mind iw regard to the main inquiry* They 
shall, therefore, be considered separately in Part IV.-— 
But this may now be premised, that those two texts should 
unquestionably be understood in a sense which is consist- 
ent with the general tenor of the Gospel in respect to the 
Holy Spirit. 



LETTER III. 

Other -Considerations, io show, that by, the Holy Spirit is not 
intended a distinct Person. 

KEV. SIR, 

HAVING endeavored faithfully to examine most of 
'those passages of Scripture which have the greatest appear- 
ance of favoring your views of the Holy Ghost, and believ- 
ing it has been shown that they are perfectly consistent 
with my own without any forced construction, some far- 
ther considerations, which have had great weight on my 
mind against the hypothesis, that the Spirit is a distinct 
'and self-existent Person, will now be added. 
l.Much is said in the Scriptures of the mutual lime between 
the Father and the Son, and the disposition of each to 
honor the other ; but where shall we find the least inti- 
mation of any love orj, the part of the Father or the Son 
'towards the Holy Spirit as a Person I or on the part 
*>f the Holy Spirit towards either the* Father or tHe 
Son ? Yet if the Spirit be a Person, as distinct from the 
Father and the Son, as the Son is from the Father, 
should we not have reason to expect the same evidence of 
'mutual love in the one case as in the other ? Ancftiince the 
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evidence of mutual love between the Father and the Son is 
»o abundant in the Scriptu&s, and no triention is made of 
any love between the Father and the Spirit, nor between 
the* Son and the Spirit, have we not strong ground to bo 
lieve that the Spirit is not a distinct Person ? 

2. We have much said in the Scriptures of the love of 
the Father towards mankind^nd also of the love of the Son; 
but what is said of the love of the Spirit towards our ruined 
race ? 

3. We are required to Tove the Father, and to love the 
Son, as two distinct Persons ; but where do you find any 
requirement to love the Spirit as a Person distinct from tHe 
Father or the Son ? Not in the Bible. 

\ 4. We have both precept and example for worshipping 
the Father and the Son, as two distinct Persons ; but have 
we either precept or example in the Scriptures for paying 
Divine homage to the Spirit as a Person ? 

5. We have an account, in the visions of John, of the 
Throne of God and of the Lamb ; but does John make any 
jnention of the Throne of the Holy Ghost ? Or is there 
any intimation in the Bible^ that trie Spirit, as a Person, 
has a Throne in Heaven ? 

Now, Sir, on the supposition that the Spirit is a Person ' 
co-equal with God the Father, how will you be able to ac- 
count for these distinctions, or these omissions, in the ;sa- 
cre.d Scriptures ? If we could find the same evidence of 
mutual love between the Father and the Holy Spirit, as be- 
tween the Father and the Son ; and the same evidence that 
the Spirit, as a Ferson, loves mankind, as that the Father 
and the Son do ;* or if we could find such evidence in favor 
.of loving and honoring the Spirit as a distinct Person, as for 
loving and honoring the Father and the Son j it might 
seem presumptuous to call in question the personality of the 
Spirit. But since the Scriptures are silent in all these im- 
portant respects, suffer me to dissent from your opinion ; 

* It may be said, that "the love of the Spirit" is once men- 
tioned by St. Paul, Rom. 15, 30. But it is needless to give an ek« 
position of my own, to show that the passage does i.ot represent 
the Spirit as a Person loving. It may suffice to copy the exposi- 
tion of Mr. Poole's Continuators, who were Athanasian writers— 
•« And for the Ioa e of the Spirit" — q. d. " If you love the Spirit of 
God ; or rather if the grace of love be wrought iu you by Che 
§|irit, show it in this thin^." 

« 
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and to take the Scriptures for my guide in preference %<$ - 
guy human theory. 

6. Though St. John had no vision of the Holy Spirit 
as personally seated on the Throne, he had a vision of th§ 
enthroned Lamb of God, as having seven horns and seven 
eyesy which are the seven Spirits of God These seven 
Spirits of God have been understood by some Athanasian 
Expositors to be the same as the Holy Spirit. This ap- 

E&rs to he correct. But that an individual Person should 
e called the seven Spirits of Gqd y must appeal* vejy unnatu- 
ral \ bqt if by the Holy Spirit be intended the Divine ful- 
ness or sufficiency, this may well enough be called the seven 
Spirits of God in reference to its perfection and manifold 
operation. In a text, several times quoted, we read, with 
refepect to the Son, that a God giveth not the Spirit by 
measure unto him ;" and, in the passage now before us, 
w£ find Christ represented as having seven horns and 
seven eyes, which are the seven Spirits of God. Horn? 
#re understood to be an emblem of power, and eyes of 
y>isdom. Then the seyen fyprns and seven eyes denote the 
perfect fulness of Christ, and hjs alt-sufficiency to open the 
*>0ok, ar>4 to loose the seals, or to direct and govern the af- 
isrSrs of the universe. In view of this plenitude of wisdom N 
and power, with which the Son was endued, and his tak- 
iiig the book and opening the seals, all thsyt stood about the 
Thrpne 4 * sung a new songf, saying, Thou art worthy to 
take the book, and to open the qeals thereof ;f&r thou wast 
$lain % an4 hast redeemed us to God by thy blood, out of 
every kindred, and tongue, and people, qnd nation."— Let 
us, my dear brother, go and do likewise* 

Such a Trinity in unity as appears to be represented in 
%he Scriptures, may be illustrated by the following simile— 
Suppose a Fountain or living waters, a necessary. 
Medium or effusion, or display, and an abundant Streak 
proceeding from the Fountain through the Medium, and 
spreading far and wide, producing the most beneficial ef- 
fects- 
Let this Fountain be supposed to represent the " Oz» 
Cod, the Father, of whom ate all things" In this 
fountain we may contemplate infinite intelligence, almighty 
power, and unbounded benevolence— - 

Let the Medium represent the " os$ Loju> Jk|P* 
Christ, by -whom are all things." I^t this M^dhinf -Tif 
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Considered as an intelligent Being truly derived from God # 
before the worlds, in one view properly distinct from the . 
Father, and in another view perfectly united by the ind wett- 
ing of Divine fulness—*- r 

Let the Streak, proceeding from the Fountain through * 
the Medium, represent the Holy Spirit, which proceed* 
ethfrom the Father, through the Son, and operates through 
the universe. . * 

Does not this illustration preserve the most perfect 
unity in God, exalt the Son as Lord of all, and help us to . 
an* easy and natural construction of all that is said in the 
Scriptures of the Holy Spirit ? I 

In this view of the Trinity, may we not properly ascribe 
idle attributes of Deity either to the Father, the Son, or the 
Holy Spirit, and yet avoid even the appearance of having - 
more Gods than one, or more than one self-existent Person? 
The Father who is God in the Fountain, is God in the 
Medium, and God in the Stream ; or to drop the meta- 
phor, God the Father is God in the Son and God in the 
Hdy Ghost. 

This view of the subject will readily account for what 
has been noted by many writers, viz. that the self-same ; 
works sure, in Scripture, attributed to God, to the Son of 
God, and to the Holy Ghost. God creates, governs, and 
judges by his Son ; and the Son creates, governs, and 
judges by the fulness of God or the Holy Spirit. 

Perhaps, Sir, the above simile may be justified by St* 
John's vision, [Rev. xxii. i.] " And he shewed me a pure 
Hiver of Water of life, clear as crystal, proceeding out of 
the Throne of God and of the Lamb." 

Here you will observe, that distinct mention is made of 
the Throne of God and of the Lamb ; but no mention of 
"the Throne of the Holy Spirit. We have, however, an 
account of a River of water of life which proceedeth out 
of the Throne, first of God, then of the Lamb— * And what 
is this River, but a stream emanating from the Fountain of 
living waters, or those abundant effusions of the Divine ful- 
ness which proceed from God through Christ, and give 
life and felicity to the inhabitants of the New Jerusalem ? 
And what are these effusions, different from that Holy 
Spirit which "proceedeth from the Father ?" The River* 
proceeding from God, and from the Lamb, perfectly accords 
If jthour Savior's account of the Comforter 
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Here it may not be ajniss to suggest some serious ques* 
tions for your consideration, with a request that you would 
Weigh them in an even balance. 

1. If the Holy Spirit be'a distinct Person, co-equal witU 
the Father, is he pot in the Scriptures exhibited in a man- 
p$r which appears degrading, and truly unaccountable ; as 
bearing the same relation to God as an attribute ; or as the 
hand or finger of God; as being constantly subject to the 
control or the will of another Person ; never exhibited as a 
distinct object of worship or of love ; never addressed ia 
prayer as a Person, either by the saints, or by Jesus Christ, 
though the Father was often addressed ? 
, 2. li you, and those jwth you 'n sentiment, do really 
view the Holy Spirit as a distinct Person equal with the 
Father, are you not justly chargeable with want of respect^ 
yea with disrespect, towards the Holy Spirit ? How sel- 
dom do we hear the Spirit mentioned in prayer, otherwise 
than as something which is subordinate to the will of God, 
which may be given, sent, or poured out, for our benefit ? 
At the close of your prayers, you often mention the Spirit, 
&s though you thought it to be a Person ; but this is fre- 
quently the only instance in which, through the whole 
course of a prayer, there is the least intimation that the 
Spirit is viewed as a Person. But if, in your view, the 
Scriptures do really authorize the belief that the Holy 
ISpirit is a distinct Person, and of equal dignity with the 
Father, how will you be able to answer for your inconsist- 
ency in treating the Father with so much more respect 
than you do the Holy Qhost I Has not the Holy Spirit 
reason to accuse you of ptirtiality f But in vindication of 
your conduct, you may say, and that with great propriety, 
that the Holy Spirit is not so much as named as a Person in 
Wy prayer recorded in the Bible ; and that we are not re-* 
quired to address prayers to the Spirit as a 4 distinct Bersoo* 
But, Sir, if you have such ample ground on which you may 
Jtistify your apparent neglect of the Spirit, have you not 
/eason to examine the grounds of your faith?, Does not 
the. very ground on which you would justify your conduct, 
afford reason to doubt the correctness of your theory ? 
3. Do not your habitual, practical* and devotional views of 
the Father, the Son, and tne Holy Spirit, harmonize much 
better with my present theory, than they do with your 
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Mtfm ? This may seeth to you an extraordinary question* 
but it is proposed, Sir, with considerable confidence, tbafl^ 
oh due reflection, if ydu answer it at all, it must be in tht 
affirmative. My confidence HI this matter results partly 
irotn experience, and partly from observation Whe» y*j* 
approach the Throne of grace, and pour out your hfa&t be^ 
4bre God without arty studied respect to theory, do you tfdfc 
address God as one Perspn only ? Do you not use the 
terms God, and Father, as perfectly synonymous f Whefc . 
you thank (Sod for the manifestation of his love, in sending * 
lis dear Son to die for our offences, do you not naturally 
consider the Son as a Being properly distinct from the Far- 
ther, naturally subordinate to the Father, but exalted 
with the Fathers right "hand! "When you pray to God 
that he would pour out his Holy Spirit, is not this 
your real prayer, that God would make a disp'ay of hi? 
power, wisdom, and Icve, for the production of some 
desirable effect ? Do you not mean to ask for some effi- 
cient, productive emanation of his fulness ? If, in your 
habitual and devotional views, the Spirit* were a distinct 
Person, co-equal with the Father, would it not be more 
nitural for you, in praying for the Spirit, to address your 
petitions directly to the Holy Ghost, thanjo pray the Fa* 
ther to send or pour out his Spirit ? Does it not then ap* 
pear tha< your devotional and habitual views are conformar 
ble to the theory I have adopted, and in opposition to your 
own ? How then will you be able to vindicate your con- 
duct before God, from a charge of inconsistency, in sup- 
porting a theory which is repugnant to your own habitual 
and devotional views or, in indulg'ng habitual and devo- 
tional views which are repugnant to the theory which you 

Sofess to believe ? And permit me to ask, which doe$ 
od consider the real sentiments of your heart, those which 
you empress in advocating your theory, or those which you 
habitually and naturally express in your daily prayers to 
him? 

It is, Sir, most sensibly felt, that the theories, prepos* 
sessions, and learning, of the Christian world, are at present 
not on my side. But no small consolation is derived, by 
considering the general |enor and natural import of Bible 
language very clearly in favor of each part of the theory 
set forth in the foregoing Letters. It is also consoling ta 
consider the language of Chratiai} devotion in such agree- 



Digitized 



by Google 



£44 On the Character of the ffofy Spirit* 

»ent with my views, that whatever may be objected against 
them, may, with equal propriety, be objected against the 
most devout feelings and language of my Brethren. And 
to long as these things shall appear so much on my 
side, nothing can deprive me of die pleasing expecta- 
tion that the theory, now exposed to public view, will 
be found substantially correct, approved of God, and 
that which the whole family of Christ will ultimately re* 
ceive, and rejoice in forever. 
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PAkT IV. 



AN EXAMINATION OF DIFFICULT PASSAGES 
OF 1 SCRIPTURE. 



LfiTTUk-L 

Rules of Interpretation stated and applied". 
kEV..SIR, 

IN the preceding Letters, my vitwi of many passaged 
t){ Scripture, which have been supposed to favor the Atha- 
riasian theory, have been occasionally, given. But there 
are others to which no distinct attention has been paid. It 
is my wish to haVe error detected, if there be any in my 
views. Suffer me, therefore, to lay before you my adopt- 
ed Rules of interpretation, and give you a specimen of 
their application. 

Rule I " The Scriptures were inspired, to instruct 
Common readers, by using words according to their com- 
mon acceptation, and not to confound them by an abuse of 
language." 

The language in which this Rule is expressed, is bor- 
rowed from Dr. Spring's sermon on the self-existence of 
Christ, and is applied to the many thousands of texts in 
which personal pronouns of the singular number are used 
as substitutes for the nouns God, Lord God, he. and 
the inference is, that God is one Person only. 

The same Rule is applied to the numerous texts in which 
Christ is represented as the Soto of God, God's own and 
only Son ; and the inference is, that Christ is not the self- 
existent God, but the Son of the self-existent God. 

Rule II. The terms used in Revelation must be -un- 
derstood in a sense corresponding with some analogy known 
to men. v 
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According to this Rule, also, it is inferred, that the Son 
of God cannot be a self-existent Person. It is likewise con- 
cluded, that there are no passages of Scripture which were 
designed to teach us that three Persons are but one intelli- 
gent Being; nor that there may be two intelligent Beings in 
one Person. As extraordinary as it may seem, both of 
these contradictory hypotheses pertain to your theory. God 
you suppose to be three distinct Persons ; and yet but one 
intelligent Being. You also suppose that Christ is both 
God and 4 Man united in one Person. This, it is thought, 
amounts precisely to the hypothesis of two intelligent' Be- 
ings in one Person." Is it not, Sir, extraordinary, that 
great and good men should adopt tyro hypotheses so manic* 
iestly contradictory, while neither of them can be support* 
ed by Scripture, nor illustrated by any anology in nature i 

But did not Christ say, /and rriy Father are one ? - 
Yes, Sir ;, but he never said, I and my Fathenare hut one 
intelligent Being. Nor have we any analogy which can 
justify such an interpretation of the words. There are 
many senses in which a Father and a Son may be one r be- 
sides that of one Being. And in no other case, in which 
the words are used by a Son, should we have the least sus- 
picion that this is the intended import. God and Christ 
may be of one nature as a Father and Son ; they may be 
one in affection, in interest, and in operation ; they may also 
be one in respect to fulness and authority, as has been al- 
ready noted £nd explained. 

When Christ made this declaration, the Jews accused 
him of blasphemy, and of u making himself God." But 
Christ in his answer, distinctly let them know that his 
words imported no more than that be was truly the Son of 
God, and as such united with the Father— » u Say ye of 
Him whom the Father hath sanctified and sent into the 
world, Thou blasphemest, because I said, I ani the Son 
ofQpd?" 

Rule III. So far as the Scriptures may interpret them- 
selves, by comparing Scripture with Scripture, such inter- 
pretation is to be*preferred to any human hypothesis. 

This Rule has been found of extensive application. The 
Divine names and titles given to the Son of God ; the Di- 
vine works and honors ascribed to him, and his Divine 
fulness, %re all distinctly accounted for in the Scriptures, 
on the ground of the Father's love and pleasure# There- 
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fore these titles, these works, these honors, or this fulness, 
may not. he considered as evidence of the personal self-ex- 
istence of the Son of God. 

Rvie IV. In many instances, it is necessary to take 
into view the customs of the people to whom the Scriptures 
were originally communicated, and to consider in what 
light they would most naturally understand particular pass- 
ages. 

The prophecies respecting the Messiah were probably 
prigiuaHy written for the comfort and benefit of the good 
people among the Israelites or Jews ; at least, this may be 
supposed to be one principal object of the predictions* In 
the prophecies, the promised Messiah was called by vari- 
ous names, and some of them were Divine names t pr names 
of Divine import. He was not only called David, and 
David the. King, but it was predicted that his name should 
be called Emmanuel, Wonderful, Counsellor, the 
ttf ighty God, the Everlasting Father, and the Prince 
or Peace. 

If we would know how a Jew would be likely to under- 
stand these names or titles, we should consider a custom 
which was common among the Jews, viz. that of giving 
significant names to persons, places, altars, &c. At the 
clbse of our great Bibles we have a table of the names 
used in the Old Testament, with their several significations. 
If you will examine this table, you will find that other Pep- 
sons had Divine names, besides the Messiah. — See a few 
.of these names, with their signification — Eliashib y the God 
of conversion— Elijah, God the Lord, or the strong Lord— 
Eliphaletj the God of deliverance-— Elisha, the salvation 
of Goti—Lemuel) God with them, or him. They also 
gave Divine names, or names of Divine import, to places 
and a}tarB~—jfehovah-jirehy the Lord will see or provide — 
Jehovah-Nisriy the Lord my Banner — El-elohe-Jsrael, God, 
the God of Israel. 

Now, Sir, imagine yourself to have, been a Jew, living 
in the4ays of the Prophets, and perfectly acquainted with 
the custom of giving significant names ; jfien consider what 
ideas you- would naturally have taken from the various 
names given to the promised Messiah. If you had heard 
him called David> ox David the King y would you have sup- 
posed that the Man who killed Goliah was to appear agaiii 
as the promised Savior? If you had heard the Prophet 
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sav, respecting the promised Son, They shall call his name 
Emmanuel^ would you have supposed that God himself was 
to come as the promised Messiah i Would you not rather 
have supposed the Son to be one in whom God would make 
some gracious manifestations of himself to men ? If you 
had heard h:m called the Mighty God, and Everlasting Fa- 
ther, would it not have been natural for you to suppose that 
die Son was to be one in whom the Mighty God and Ever- 
lasting Father would make surprizing manifestations of his 
power and his kindness ? If you had heard him called, 
"The Lord our Righteousness,* what would have been § 
jn n re natural than for you to have supposed, that the Mes- 
siah was to be one in whom Jehovah would display his; 
righteousness? or one through whose righteousness men 
should be benefited by Jehovah ? 

Accustomed as the Jews were to- believe in one God 
only, and to speak of that God as only one Person ; ac- 
customed as they were to the use of significant names of 
high import ; would it not have been unspeakably more 
natural for them to understand the names of the Messiah 
as significant, importing some such ideas as I have men- 
tioned, than to suppose that the Son to he born was the 
very God who had promised to send him into the world i 

The Prophet did not say the Son shall be Emmanuel, 
but u they shall call his name Emmanual." He did not 
say, the Son shall be the Mighty God and Everlasting 
Father, but * 4 his name shall be called" &c. And this 
phraseology »was probably used with direct reference to the 
custom of the Jews in giving significant names. And the 
Son's having the Divine names thus given him by the spirit . 
of prophecy, is no proof that he is personally the self-exist- 
ent God, any more than his being called David, or David 
the King, is a proof that he was personally David the son 
of Jesse. ** 

It may be useful, in this connexion, to consider what ex- 
pectations were in fact excited among the Jews, by the Di- 
vine names given to the promised Messiah. And is there, 
Sir, any evidence, that any Jew, whether learned or un- 
learned, good or bad, ever understood the Divine names 
given to the Messiah, as importing that He should be the 
ftelf-existent God ? If no such idea was excited in the 
minds of pious Jews, by the use of those names, we may 
reasonably suppose that no such idea was intended vol the 
predictions. 
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- LETTER II, 

A fifth Rule of Interpretation stated and applied* 
KEV. SIR, 

PERMIT me now to state and apply another Rule of 
interpretation. 

Rulb V* Particular phrases, terras, and epithets, are 
*to be understood in a sense whkh iff consistent with the 
general tenor of the Qospel, and the character of the ob- 
jects to which thqy are applied. - 

There are two things respecting Jesus ChrisVwhich are, 
m my view, supported by the general tenor, of the Gospel, 
viz. 
m 1. Tha£ he is truly the Son of God. 

2. That he obeyed, suffered, and died, to open the 
vray for our salvation. 

These two points are notxmly supported b^ the general 
tenor of the Gospel, but they appear to be essential to the 
Gospel plan of salvation. If we deny these, . do we not in 
effect deny the Gospel ? If we deny these, do we pot 
make God a liar f 

If these are points unquestionably revealed, and sup- 
ported by the general tenor of the Gospel, then all th+ 
particular phrases, terms, and epithets, used in respect to 
the Son of God, are to be understood in a sense which' is 
consistent, with these. leading truths of the Gospel. 

There are several texts of Scripture which have been 
understood as supporting the idea that the Son of God is 
absolutely self-existent, independent, and immutable. But 
as this doctrine is, in my view, inconsistent with what have 
been stated as truths supported hy the general tepor of the 
Gospel, let us examine those, texts, and see whether they 
do necessarily import what you and others have imagined. 

John x. 18. u I have power to lay it down, and I have 
power to take it again. This commandment have I re- 
ceived of my Father." 

If, m any instance, the Son of God said any thing which 
imported that he had independent power, this is the instance 
er-Ifot Christ di4 nc>t say, " I have independent power "*~ 
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Beside*, it is believed, that in this case the word power is 
the same as authority. And this authority or this com- 
mandment Christ says he received of his Father* We may 
add, the resurrection of Christ from the dead is abundant-* 
\y and explicitly attributed to God in distinction from the 
Sob—" God raised him from the dead." 

Micah v. 2. " Whose goings forth have been from of 
old* from everlasting." 

Whatever existed before the world, may be laid to be 
of old, from everlasting. In the viii. chapter of Proverbs, 
Wisdom, or Christ under the name of Wisdom* is repre- 
sented as using language similar to that in the text before 
lis—" The Lord possessed me in the beginning of his way, 
before his works of old: I was set up from everlasting, from 
the beginning, or ever the earth was." But Wisdom adds, 
" When there were no depths, /was brought forth"-* -Be- 
fore the hills, was I brought forth—**" Then I was by him 
as one brought up with. him, and I was daily his delight"— 
Brought up xvith him as a Son with a Father/ and as &Svn+ 
was wily his delight. Hie Son was from everlasting, as 
he was brought forth ^before there were either depths or 
hills* 

Rev. i. 17. "I am the First and the Last." 

In the xliv. chapter of Isaiah, the Lord of Hosts adopts 
this tide, and says, " I am the First and the Last, and be- 
sides me there is no God." 

. In view of these*texts, Mr. Jonefc forms this argument 
— u There is no God besides him who is the First and the 
Last $ but Jesus Christ is the First and the Last : there- 
fore, besides Jesus Christ there is no God." If this be 
fair reasoning, we may draw another conclusion, viz* 
44 The God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ," i* 
not GoD.~n-l$ it not amazing, that Mr. Jones should reason 
in such a manner ? In several instances, his conclusions 
as fully exclude the Father from being God, as it is pos- 
sible that language should do it. •' * 

In Isaiah, God did not say, Besides vs there is no God ; 
but, u Besides me there is no God." His words therefore 
as fully exclude every other Person as every other Being* 

When Christ said, " I am the First and the Last,", he 
immediately added, " I am he that #w*A,<and was dead" 
He is therefore to be considered as the First and the Last 
in a sense srhich is consistent with his having been drab* 
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There are several senses in which Christ may style himself 
* 4 the First and die Last"— »He may be so called as the con* 
wtituted Head and Chief of creation ; and as in his glory, at 
well as the glory of the Father, all things will terminate— 
He may be so called as the Author and Finisher of faith ; 
or, as a Son, he may bear the Divine tides of his Father. 

Heb. xiii. 8* " Jesus Christ, the same yesterday, and 
to-day, and forever." 

This text, on which so much reliance has been placed, 
has no verb in it ; and, therefore, considered by itself, it 
contains no affirmation. For the beginning of the sentence, 
and the sense of the text, we have to look back to the pre* 
Ceding verse, u Remember them who have the rule over 
you, who have spoken untt\you the word of God ; whose 
faith follow, considering the End of their conversation, 
Jesus Christ, the same yesterday, and to-day, and for- 
ever." 

- It is evident, that it is as the End of Christian conver- 
sation thsfe Christ is here brought into view. And by Je- . 
Sus Christ, we may understand not merely his Person, but 
his interest and glory. This End of our conversation is 
of imputable and perpetual importance— -the same yester- 
day, to-day, and forever. 

Heb* i. 12. " But thou art the same, and thy years 
shall not fail." 

This text was quoted from the cii. Psalm, and there 
was used in an address to God. This circumstance is wor- 
thy of note* and in my view, is the only difficulty present- 
ed by the text. Why were words, which were first ad- 
dressed to God, quoted and applied to the Son ? Perhaps 
you with not find me able to answer the question ; but if 
so, it will not hence follow that it is unanswerable. 

In the 5th verse, "the Apostle quoted a passage from the 
Old Testament, and applied it to Christ, which was origin* ~- 
ally used in respect to Solomon— u I wHl be to him a Fa- 
ther, and he shall be to me a Son." These words are t<* 
be found three times in the Old Testament, and^each time 
they are contained in a gracious promise of God to David 
respecting his son Solomon. Why then did the Apostle 
quote these words and apply them to Christ, as though 
they had been originally used in respect to him ? The an- 
swer must probably be this, that Solomon was a type of 
<Sbrisu May We not then suppose, that th* words, which 

* * • 
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were first addressed to God^ were quoted by the Apostle 
and applied to Christ as the'Son and u image of the invisi- 
ble God r 

. Let , us now attend t© the^ftnport of the text : " But thou 
art tj^e same, and thy years shall not faiL" Here we have 
exhibited a contrast between the material world and its con* 
stituted Creator. And what is the contrast ? One waxes 
old and is liable to perish, and the other will remain the 
same without end. This, it is conceived, is the most? 

Jhich- can be supposed to be necessarily implied in the text* 
.rid what is here affirmed of Christ, agrees with what he 
apid ef himself, u I am the Fir&t and die Last. I am he 
that Kveth and was dead ; and, beholdVI Hve'forevermore.'* 1 
You suppose the text imports absolute immutability* 
But, Sir, was it no change in the Son of God to pass from" 
the form of God to the form of a servant ? Was it no* 
change to die, and to be raised again from the dead? Is 
he now, at the Father's right hand, in all respects the same* 
that he was when he cried with a loud voice, P My God* 
my God, why liast thou forsaken me l n 

Permit me, Sir, to ask, wliether the Greek word autos y 
whkh hi the text is translated same, is any where in the % 
New Testament used as importing absolute immutability, : 
tfoless it be in- the two texts which I have been last consid- 
ering ? If the clause had been translated " But thou art » 
He" meaning he with peculiar emphasis and distinction, 
would it not have been a literal and correct translation ? 
But let the translation be as it is, only let the word same be 
understood in a sense which will not contradict the Gospel * 
of Divine Love. — It is my, choice to believe thkt God has 
spared not his own Son ; and not to believe that he made a 
mere show of so loving the world, when he did not in re*- * 
alky. It affords me fer greater satisfaction to believe that 
the Son of God was capable of pe#Hm|ly doing and suffer- 
ing according to, the representations ofScriptare, than I : 
could find in believing that there is a want of strict truth \ 
and simplicity in the Gospel representations of Divide 
Love. 
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LETTER III. •*. 

Other Texts considered. 

REV. SIR, 

SOME texts, on which Mr. William Jones ha$ placed 
great reliance, may now be introduced. 

John iii. 2, 9* " He that hath the Bride, is the Bride* 
groom." 

Isaiah liv. 5. " Thy Maker is thy husband, the t-ord 
of Hosts is his name*" 

Mr. Jones says, u The church, which is the Bride, can, 
no more have two Husbands, than Christ am have two 
churches." 

Whatever difficulty may be involved In the idea of twa 
Husbands to the church, die difficulty cannot be diminished 
by supposing a greater number. Yet Mr. Jones' theory 
plainly supposes three distinct Persons or agents, each of 
yrhom is* the Husband of the church. 

The truth is, that there is in no other sense two JSits- 
tands to the church, than there are two Creators, Saviors^ 
or Lords. As God creates and saves by his Son, so by his 
Son he shows the kindness of a Husband to the Church* 
The Son is the constituted Creator, Savior, and Lord; so 
he is the constituted Head and Bridegroom of the church. 
Accordingly, u The Kingdom of heaven is like unto a cer* 
tain King, who made a marriage for his Son." 

Rom. ix. 5. " Whose are tine Fathers, and of whom^ 
as concerning the flesh, Christ came, who is over all, God 
blessed for ever. Amen." 

, That Christ b, in this text, called God, will not be de- 
nied. But if he be, we may reasonably suppose that it is 
* In the same sense thstf the Father calls him God, in his ad- 
dress, Heb* n 8, 9— that is, on the ground of a constituted 
character. See Part II. Letter IV.— But it is my prevail- 
ing opinion, that the latter clause of this text ought to be 
Understood as an expression of gratitude and praise to- Cod, 
the Father, for giving his Son to come in the flesh, and 
exalting him as Lord over all ; and that the verb be is |p$* 
derstood in the original, and -should be supplied in the 
translation, so as to have the clause read, " God be Hess^ 

P 
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ed forever. Atnen. The verb be, you know, a «Sten 
wder*tood*ra the Greek, and often supplied in the trans- 
Moi } ana it is so several times between the words blessed 
|«4 God. By comparing the Greek word in this text, with 
ether texts in which it is translated blessed, it appears to me 
tlenrly to import gratitude and praise;* and such excla*- 
JUations of gratitude and praise to God, aVe comtnoti in the 
writings of the .apostle Paul. You will be pleased to ex- 
amine and judge for yourself. . As it respects the point in 
question, it is to me a matter of perfect indifferenty hi 
Which df the two sbnses the text is understood. 

2 £or# v» 19. . V God was in Christ, reconciling the 
world to himself*** < 

Mr. Jones says,. 4 ' Were there no other passage of Scrip- 
ture to be found, this alone is sufficient to overthrow the 
whole doctrine of Arianism J*— How evtr true this dbserva- 
4ion4nay be as it respects Arianism, the text Will be found 
.perfectly harmonious with iny views. God is evidently 
spoken of as one Person only ; and Christ as another Person 
distinct from God. " God was in Christ, reconciling the 
World to himself." Himself is a proper pronoun for oner 
Prr&rif and God is the antecedent. This one Person call- 
ed God, was in another Person called ChriS^. If Christ 
%%ere , himself God, and, as Mr. Jones affirms, the only 
" true God, let me be informed what God was in Christ* 

In remarking on this very text, Mr. Jones says, ** the 
Word God, though of the singular number, is of plural com- 
prehension ?* and he explains himself to mean that it com- 
prizes three Persons. The import of the text would then 
-»be, that three Persons called God, were in Christ, recon- 
ciling the world to himself. It may be asked, Ought not 
the pronoun to be themselves \ JJesides, if by God be 
, -meant three Persgns, Christ is a fourth Person, and not one 
Of the three included in the name God. The same would 
be true of the phrase, the Son of God. ^ 

1 John v. 20. " And we are in him that is true, even inr * 
his Son Jesus Christ! This is the true God, and eternal 
rife." ' ~ , ■ * \ 
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/as not our word eulogize, from the Greek wor& In thi* 
text, which is translated blessed ? And if it were epinmon toi 
speak of eulogizing God, might not the sen** of fcfce te&t Ije thu» 
expressed, Whose are the Fathers, and of whom, as concerning 
the flesh, Chrot eagie» who is oyer all, God be eulogized fov- 
wr. Amenr •• » " 
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With great confidence, this text has been urged v as Wt 
infallible proof tha^- Jesus Christ is personally the true ami 
stif existent God. But let us, Sir, examine impartially, and 
take the connexioiTinto view — " And we know that we ar* 
pf God, and the whole world lieth in wickedness. And 
we know that the $on of God is come, and hath given u* 
an understanding that we may know utm that is tb^e > 
•*nd we are in hii* that is true, even in his Son Jesufc 
Christ. This rs the true God, and eternal life." 
* Sometimes the sense of a passage is rendered obscure by 
tlie repetition of pronouns ; and it is ever safe to substitute 
the nouns for the pronouns. Let us do so in regard to this 
20th verse. The apostle had mentioned God, in the pre- 
ced ng verse. He goes on to say, " And we know that 

*ihe Sos of God is come,and hath given us an understand- 
ing, that we may know God that is true ? and we afe fw 
Goothajt is true, even in God's Son Jesus Christ. Thfc 
is the true God, and eternal life." 

Now, it may be asked, which of the two fe called the 
€4 truf Qod" in the last sentence, he that is represented as 
the true Qod repeatedly in the preceding part of die 
vers©, or the Soir of the true God who had come to give 
us an understanding that we might know Got) that is t'rv£f 

■* Unless we are to believe that John meant to teach us that 
there are more true Gods than one, we must suppose the 
iPRU^ Qod in the last sentence js the same Person as the 
true God in the preceding sentence, of whom Chri#t 
was the Son* ■ ■ 7 

Christ, in his prayer to. tne Father, whom he styled tha^ 
owly true God, said, . u I have manifested thy nathe'ta 

- the men thou gavest me out of the world." This perfect- 

v ly agrees with John's account, that "the Son of God is eonie, 
and hath given us an understanding, thai we may know Him 
that is true." As Christ was in the flesh*; as the onlyttkte 

1 ' God was in Christ; and as the business of the Son was to 
give us an understanding of him that is true, or to manifest 
the true* God; so God was manifested in the flesh. 
£l Tim. iff. 16.]- 

p Isa. viii.-13, 14* " Sanctify the Lord or Hosts him* 
self; and tet Him be your fear, and let Him be your dread* 
And He shall be for a Sanctuary : but for a stone of stum- 
tying and for a rock of offence tb both tfre houses of IsrueL* 
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1 Pete* iL 7. 9. "The Stone whtefc thsJwiMei* dis* 
allowed, the same is made the head <?f the corner, and a 
sfone of stumbling, and a rock of offence" 

From these two texts, compared, Mr. Jones draws this, 
donclusieji, " Christ is the Lord of Hosts himself." 

That by the Lord qf Hosts, is here meant the sslf-existent 
(Jrod, is admitted* It is also admitted, that, in the text 
quoted from Peter, Christ is called the stone of stumbling 
and rock of offence* Isaiah says of the Lord of Hosts, that 
u lie shall be for a stone of stumbling" &c , But how shall 
he be thus ? By some act of his providence* or some man* 
jfesfathon of himself. The, event -proved that the acto% 
manifestation predicted, was that of sending his Son in the 
likeness of sinful fesh. As God thus manifested himself in 
the Person oihh Son, He became a stone of stumbling, that 
iky he did that at which his people stumbled. And at the 
$ame time, his Son was a stumbling, block or stone of stum- 
bling. Accordingly, by the same prqphet God said,, " Be- 
laid 1 1 ay in Zion a Stone, a trxep Stone, a precious 
Corner Stone." [Isa. xxviii. 16.] This text is also quoted 
in the New Testament, and applied to Christ. Thia^r?- 
clous corner stone was a stone of stumbling and rock of of- 
fence : This Stone was lajd 4 in Zion by the Lord of 
Hosts Himself ; and by this act of his providence, he, 
became a stone of stumbling to the unbelieving of " both 
the houses of Israel." ........ 

Psalm Ixxviii. 56. " They tempted and provoked the 
Most High God." 

J Cor. x. 9. " Neither let us tempt Cflrn/sr, as some, of 
them v\*o. tempted." 

4V Therefore," says Mr. Jones, " Christ is the Most 
JIigh Gop." 

Christ said to his disciples, " He that despiseth me, de*v 
tgi&eth him that sent me*" On the same ground we may 
eay, he that tempted Christ, or the J&getqfGod y s Pre- * 
se/we, tempted God. But if we must hence infer, that 
Gpd and Christ are the same Person or Being, what will be 
the inference from thfcse words of Christ, u He that despiseth 
yoy, despiseth me I" Must we pot infer, that Christ and 
his Apostles aye the same Person or Being ? 

In Rom. x. 19..*S1. We read, " First, Moses saith, I 
will provoke you t$ jealousy by them that are no people,. 
But Esaias p very bold and saith, I was found of them that 
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sought me not. But to Israel he saith, All day long have 
I stretched forth my hands to a disobedient apd gainsaying 
people." But if we look into the Old Testament, we find 
that all these things. wei$. said by Jehovah, the God o\ 
Israel. Moreover, we read, " As for Saul, he made 
bavock of the church, entering into every house, and haU 
ing men and Women, committed them to prison." Bu^ 
Christ considered this as persecuting himself; and said ttf 
him, " Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me ?*. Now, Sii^ 
if it were safe to follow Mr. Jones in his method of draw* 
ing conclusions, it might be inferred that Moses, and Isaiaft 
were the God of Israel, yea, "the Lord of Hosts' 
himself, 9 ' and that the men and women, persecuted by 
Saul, were Christ himself. . ■ i 

If a King has an own Son, whom he delights to honor/ 
and who is united with him in government; whatever th$ 
King does iy his <Sb*r, may be properly attributed to eithe? . 
the Father, or ihe Son : And die disrespect shown to the 
Son may be considered as disrespect to both die Father and. 
the Son. Had these ideas been duly considered and ap* 
plied by Mr. Jones, a great part of his inferences and con* •/* 
elusions would probably have never appeared in print. Bu% % 
by disregarding such analogies, he compelled the Bibl£ to 
sfeak his mind. 



LETTER V. 

The Son of God not the same Person as the Cod qf Israel. ' " 

REV. SIR, 

MUCH time and labor have been expended, and much 
ingenuity displayed, in attempts to prove that Jesus Christ ' 
is the very Person who is called the God of Abraham, andfr 
the God of Israel, in the Old Testament. That he waa. 
the Angel of Qod, and the Medium of Dipine manifestations^ 
has been already admitted; but that the Angel of God and 
the God of Israel mew the same Person, is not admitted* 
For the phrase the Angel qf God as clearly presents to tbo 
mind two distinct Beings, one of which is sent by the other % " 
as the phrase the Messenger of David. Besides, the God 
of Israel said respecting this Angel, " Beware of him, pwn 
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voke him not, for he will not pardon your transgressions J 
for my name is in bum." In these words, the God of Is± 
rael is, in the most decided manner, distinguished from 
<n#MJ/the Angel of his Presence, as any t ithe* Being or Agent. 

That the Son of God is not the same Person as the Go4 
of Abraham, or the God of Israel, may appear from die 
.following considerations : / 

1. It was the God of Israel wlio gave the promise of the 
Messiah. He never promised that he would be the Mes- 
siah ; but the Messiah was to be a Son whom the God of 
Israel was to raise up. 

2. The title given to Christ as the Son of God, will 
'naturally lead us to the same concfusioti. It was the God 

of Israel who proclaimed from heaven respecting the Mes- 
siah, "This is my beloved* Son.** As Christ was made 
Jrnowo to the Jews as the S6n of God, would they not 
BaturaHy be led to conclude, that if "he were the Son of any 
(Hod, he was the Son of the God of Israel? And if you, 
.Sir, suppose that he is the very Person who was called the 
" God of Israel, please to inforni me of what God he was the 
Son. Will it not follow irievitably from your hypothesis, 
either that Christ was not the Son or God, or that the God . 
. of Israel was the Son ef some ^TffF r God ? i 

3. We have the most decided testimony,* both of Christ 

I and his Apostles, that the Person who is called the Godsf ^ 
AbrahartTzx\& the God of Israel, was thfc Father of Christ. * 
In John viii. 54. we have the testimony of Christ himsetf^ 

!* ( Jesus answered, If I honor myself, my honor isnotbing ; 
it is my Father that honoreth me, of whom ye say tfeftt 
He is your God." What God, Sir, did the Jews «ay was 

. their God? Was it not the God of Israel? If so, then 
the God of Israel was the Father of Christ And is not this 
testimony of Christ sufficient to overbalance all the argu- 
ments on your side of the question ? And unless you ©an 
persuade yourself, that Christ might be 'both the Father and 

* the Son of HiMSEtr, must you not either relinquish yqu£ 

* hypothesis, or call in question his veracity f 

Moreover, from this portion of Christ's testimony, wo *% 

* may learn, that when he spake of God, he meant his Fa- 
rther ; and when he spake of his Fathe*V he '**«*??* the 

GdDbtf Israel.* Therefore, whenever he spake of pox>, 
or his Father, his language implied that he himself was, 
*ot the Person who had §een tailed the God of Israel* 
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Let us.jpow listen to the language of Peter, ^cts iin 13# 
14 The God of Abraham, and of Isaac, and of Jacob, the 
God of oar fathers, hath glorified his Son Jesus" This 
testimony is too plain to need any comment. 7 

Paul, in his address to the dispersed Israelites, whom 
he found at Antioch in Pisidia^ said, u The God of this 
people of Israel chose our fathers, and exalted the people 
where tKey dwelt as strangers in the land of Egypt.'* He 
then rehearsed a number of events between that period and 
the days of David ; and having mentioned David as a mail 
4 * after Gocjl's own heart," he added, "Of this man's seejl 
hath God, according to his promise^ Raised unto Israel *a 
Savior, Jesus." [Acts xiii. 23.} ( 

In the first verse 5f the JEpistle to the Hebrews, we read 
that u God, who at sundry times and in divers manners- 
spake in time past unto the fathers, by the prophets, hatL 
in these last days spoken to, us by, his Son." Was it not 
the God of Israel who spake by the prophets T If so,, Christ 
was the Son oftheCiofc o? Israel. 

In support of the idea now before us, a very considera- 
ble part of the New Testament might be quoted ; for at 
the very foundation of the Gospel, this idea is laid, That 
Jesus Christ is the iJoN of the God of Israel ; and this idea 
runs through the writings of the Evangelists, and the ser- 
mons and Epistles of the Apostles. The matter is so clear- 
ly and so abundantly expressed, that it is amazing that any 
one, either myself of others, acquainted vyith the Scrip- 
tures, should ever entertain the idea that Jesus Christ 
was the very Person who had been called the God of Israel. 

In regard to the texts which have been relied on to prove 
that Christ is the very Person who was called the 
God of Israel, it may be observed, that the most of them 
. would be easily explained, and the argument set aside, by 
only making a proper distinction between the Angel pf 
Sod as the Medium of Divine manifestation^ and the Goo 

* who- was manifested through that Medium ; or, by only 
observing that whatever God does, by Christ, may be 
properly attributed either to God or his Son* Many of 
the principal texts of this class have been already examin- 
ed ; and it is hoped enough has been said to convince you, 
that the hypothesis that Christ is the Person who is called 

• the Geo of Israel, is without anv solid foundation jm 
the Biblt* But the circumstance, . that this hypothesis km 
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h*en so long and so generally admitted fey plods Christians f 
may be considered as evidence that it, has had advocates 
*rtio- were esteemed eminent for piety and ability* For it 
Is difficult to conceive, how any thing short of distinguish- 
ed eminence of character ^ in its advocates, could ever have 
given currency and popularity to an opinion so manifestly 
repugnant to the express declarations of Christ and his 
Apostles, and to the general tenor of the Gospel. 
" IF you, Sir, should be disposed to say, that you never 
implicitly denied that Christ is the Son of God, let me ask, 
Is not an attempt to prove that Christ is the very Person 
who is called the God of Israel, an implicit denial that he 
is the Sow of God ? Would not a serious attempt to prove 
that Isaac was the very person who was called Abraham, 
imply a denial that Isaac was the Son of Abraham ? 



LETTER VI. 

The Import of 1 John V. 7. 



REV SIR, 



IT- is now proposed to consider that much disputed 
t«t, * John v. 7— " There are three that bear record in- 
heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost, and 
these three are one." 

You are not insensible that the genuineness of this text 
has been denied by some, and doubted by many. How* 
ever, nothing is perceived in it which gives me occasion, or 
inclination, to avail myself of these circumstances to get 
rid of the text. Nothing in it appears at all inconsistent 
with other parts of the Scripture. 

But you will be pleased, Sir, to note, that the Apostle 
does not say, There are three Persons who bear record--* 
And we ought to be cautious in affirming more than he 
affirms. In the very next verse it is added, u And there 
are three that bear witness in earth, the Spirit, the W~ter t 
and the Blood; and these three agree in one." 

Bearing witness and bearing record are the same thing.* 
f he last three -bear witness as well as the first three; but 
nfeone supposes that Persons are intended by the Water. 
and the Blood* 
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The Holy Ghost in the first three, and the Spirit in the 
second three, may be the same, only referring to different 
testimonies or evidences of the truth* In the first three % 
the Spirit is connected with two Persons ; in the last three % 
it is connected with two objects which are not Persons. Its 
connexion, therefore, leaves the matter of personality whoU 
ly undetermined ; for the evidence resulting from con- 
nexion is perfectly equal^/ir and against the supposition* 
. If you shall ask. How can the Holy Ghost be said to 
bear Witness, unless it be a Person? It may be. asked, 
How can the Water and the Blood bear witness, unless they 
are Persons ? And both questions may be answered ia 
this manner— They bear witness in the same sense that the 
works of- Christ bore witness that he was the Son of God, 
and sent of the Father. * 4 The same works that I do, bear 
witness of me, that the Father hath sent me." We know 
that actions and facts speak as loud as words, and are as 
proper evideoce for the support of truth. 

It will further be observed, that, respecting the Father, 
the Word, and the Holy Ghost, it is said these three are 
one. But it is not said that these three are one Being or 
ene God, Nor is any such idea naturatyy implied or sug» 
gested. How then are they one f They are one, as any 
three witnesses, whether persons or things, are one, which 
unite in bearing testimony to the same truth. 

1 The observations already made may be sufficient to show 
that this text contains nothing in favor of the supposition of 
three self-existent Persons in one G01), and nothing against 
the theory which I have adopted. It may, however, be 
useful to make some further remarks. 

If the two verses, which have been under consideration, 
were written by John, the truth of which is very willingly 
admitted, the object of the Apostle in them was, to show 
what abundant evidence had been given for the confirma- 
tion of these truths, viz. That Jesus Christ is truly the 
Son of God : that u God has given to us eternal life, and 
that this life is in his Son." This will clearly appear to any 
judicious person, who will be at the pains of examining 
the connexion, beginning with the 4th verse and ending 
with the 1 1th. After having mentioned the three that bear 
record in heaven, and the three that bear witness in earth, 
the Apostle says in the 11th verse,? 4 And this is the record? 
that is, the thing testified by these witnesses, * c This is the 
W 



Digitized 



by Google 



,162 An Examination of difficult Passage* of Scripture* 

record, that God hath given to us eternal life } and th}s 
life is in his Son. n 

The things which have been done in confirmation of 
these truths, are the things intended by bearing witness or 
record. 

Atnong all the events which have excited the attention 
or astonished the minds of angels and men, there are none 
more extraordinary in their nature, or more interesting in 
their consequences, than the incarnation, the public minis- 
try , the death and resurrection, of the Son of God* It 
appears highly important, that events of so extraordinary 
a nature should be the subjects of prior promises and pre* 
dictions, that they should be accompanied by signs and 
wonders, and that some public memorials should be insti- 
tuted to perpetuate the memory of those events to the. end 
of time. 

Accordingly we find that those events were not only the 
subject of promises, but of numerous and circumstantial 
predictions, by which a general expectation of the coming; 
of the Messiah was excited. His birth was announced not 
only by the appearance of a supernatural Star, but by An* 
gelic Envoys from the Court of Heaven. According to 
prophecy, John the Baptist came " to prepare the way of 
the Lord," by preaching and administering the baptism of 
repentance for the remission of sins. He understood his 
business as the Herald of the Lord* . A token was given 
him beforehand, by which he was to know the Son of God 
when he should come to be baptized, or inaugurated as 
the Teacher sent from Heaven. At length the Savior 
came to John to be baptized. And after his baptism, in an- 
swer to his prayer, the Heaven was opened, anji"the 
tfoly Ghost descended in a bodily shape like a dove upon 
him, and a voice came from Heaven which said, Thovjult 
my bfloved Son, in thee I am well pleased? [Lukeiii. 22.J 

Our Savior, being thus inaugurated, endued, and an- 
nounced to the world as the Son of God, proceeded to the 
work of his public ministry. In the course of his ministry, 
he abundantly testified with his own lips, that he was the 
Son of God, that he was setjt into the world by the Father 
to save sinners. In support of sUch declarations, he wrought 
innumerable miracles by the HoLTSpjmy which he had 
received of the Father. 
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As a farther confirmation of these truths, while he was 
on a mountahi with Peter, James* and John, he was trans- 
, figured before them, and his face did shine as the sun, an<J 
his raiment was white as the light* And behold, there ap- 
peared unto them Moses and Elias talking with him. And 
a bright cloud overshadowed them ; and behold, a voice 
out of the cloud, which said, u This is my heloved Son, 
in whom I am well pleased ; hear ye him." 

Moreover, at the time of his crucifixion, farther evidence 
was given* by supernatural tokens, that he was the Son of 
God— 44 Now from the sixth hour there was darkness over 
all the land unto the ninth hour." While the inhuman 
rabble were insulting him, and calling on him for some 
miracle to prove that he was the Son of God, Jesus cried 
with a loud voice, " My God, my God, why hast thou 
forsaken me i" And as he expired, behold the vail of the 
temple was rent in twain from the top to the bottom, and 
the earth did quake, and the rocks rent, and the graves of 
the dead were opened. Such events produced conviction 
in the minds of the Centurion and others with him— they 
-feared greatly, saying, " Truly this was the Son of GocL" 

As Christ had not only foretold his death, but also his 
resurrection from the dead, this event was necessary to 
confirm the truth that he was the Son of God. Accord- 
ingly he was * declared tp be the Son of God with power, 
according to the spirit of holiness, by the resurrection from 
the dead." And after hfe, through the Holy Ghost, had 
given commandment to die Apostles, while they beheld, 
he was taken up, and a cloud received him out of their 
feight. 

Thus, Sir, it is conceived, the Father, the Word, and 
the Holy Spirit, have testified to confirm the truth, tlhat Je- 
sus is tfh© Son of God, that God has given to us eternal life, 
and that this liffe 'is in his Son* And these three are one, as 
the several modes of testifying all unite to prove the self- 
same truths. 

In the passage under consideration, there is a difficulty 
resulting from the distinction of heaven and earth, which 
it may 'now be proper to note* The testimony in both 
-cases seems to have been given to -men on earth : and yet 
the first triad is ^represented as bearing record in heaven 
tmd the other, in earth. This difficulty you will perceive 
is -not .peculiar to*m>y views of the. Trinity*; it is egua% a 
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difficulty on your theory. You will not understand me as 
expressing my views with great confidence in this case, but 
only as stating what appears to me most probable. 

In the Epistle to the Hebrews, the Mosaic state of the 
church appears to be called heaven, ch. xii. verse 26. The 
Apostle was aiming to prove to the: Hebrews the abolition 
of the Mosaic rituals, by the coming and death of the Son 
of God* For this purpose he quoted a prophecy, " Yet 
once more I shake not the earth only, but also heaven" 
Upon which he observes, u And this word yet once more 
signified* the removing of those things that are shaken" &e. 

The word heaven is here evidently used in reference to 
that external state or order of the church which was estab- 
lished by the ministry of Moses. That state was to be 
shaken and removed by the coming and death of the Son of 
God. And if we may suppose that John used the word 
heaven in the same sense, will it not solve the difficulty, 
and afford us a proper dividing line, as to time, between 
the testifying of the frst three and the second three ? What 
has already been brought into view of the testifying of* the 
Father, the Word, and the Holy Spirit, was during the 
Mosaic state of the church, and ended with the abolition 
of the Mosaic rites. These were the things which were 
concomitant with Christ's residence on earth, and necessa- 
ry, at that period, to prove that he was the Son of God y 
and had been sent into the world by God for the redemp- 
tion of sinners. But when Christ had finished the work 
•which he was sent to do in this world, he ascended to glo- 
ry, and sat down on the right hand of God. The door was 
then open for the spread of the Gospel throughout all the 
earth, and from that period the second triad of witnessesz 
may be supposed to bear witness. 

The Father no more announces with an audible voice 
from heaven, u This is my beloved Son." The Son -no 
more goes about personally announcing his own character. 
But the Spirit of God still continues to testify, and was one 
of the second triad, as well as of the Jirst. As this had been 
given without measure to Christ, as a testimony that he 
was the Son of God ; so it was given to the Apostles by 
measure, to prove the same thing ; and to prove, also, that 
they were as really sent by Christ as He had been sent by 
the Father, And thus having the Spirit of God to perform 
miracles, the Apostles? were enabled to produce conviction 
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of the truth and reality of the things which they testified 
concerning Jesus. And thus they were prepared to extend 
the Gospel, and the church of God, among the heathen 
nations. And not only was the Holy Spirit granted for 
the purpose of miracles, but to convince the world of sirr, 
of righteousness, and of judgment ; and to extend the con- 
quests of the Redeemer over the hearts of men, and to en- 
large his Kingdom in the world. Miracles have, indeed, 
ceased to be common in the church ; but the Holy Spirit 
has, in other respects, been granted to the church from 
age to age ; and by it, the church is continued and kept 
' alive ; and will be so to the end of the world. And what 
is done by the Spirit from age to age, is of the nature of a 
testimony tha.t " Jesus is the Son of God," " that God has 
given to us eternal life, and that this life is in his Son*" 

But what are intended by the other two witnesses, the 
Water and the Blood P 

In the verse immediately preceding those under consid- 
eration, John said of the Son of God, " This is he that 
came by Water and Blood /" not by Water only, but by 
Water and Blood. By the Blood, in this instance, is 
undoubtedly intended his sufferings and death. , And by 
Water, may be intended the baptism of John, by which 
the way of the Lord was prepared, and by which Christ 
was solemnly inaugurated as the Great High Priest, and 
the Envoy of Heaven to a sinful world. 

On this important occason we have noted, that two ex- 
traordinary events took place to confirm the truth that he 
was the Son of God — The voice from heaven^ and the de- 
scent of the Spirit df God. 

By the Water and the Blood which bear witness, we 
may then naturally understand the two sacraments of the 
New Testament, Baptism and the Lord's Supper; the 
one as a memorial that the Son of God came by Water, 
and the other as a memorial that he came by Blood ; or, m 
other words, the one as a memorial of the solemn and pub- 
lic inauguration, enduement, and annunciation of the Mes- 
siah ; and the other as a memorial of his death, with the 
concomitant events, by which it was evinced that he was 
• the Son of God and the Savior of the world. 

Monuments or institutions, as memorials of extraordinary 
events, are properly of the nature of witnesses, and are so 
considered in the Scripture ; and they may be as properly 
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adduced to prove the existence of the events of Which they 
Sire memorials, as the official records of a town clerk 'or of 
a secretary of state. 

It is a common custom imong nations to erect mbnu* 
ments, or to establish institutions, to perpetuate the memo- 
ry of interesting events ; and this custom probably origin- 
ated from Divine Example. 

The Sabbath was first instituted as a memorial of God*s 
resting on the seventh day from the work of creation. In 
the days of Moses, it was re-instituted not only as a memo- 
rial of God's rest, but of die deliverance of the people of 
Israel from their seivitiide in Egypt. 

From the days of the Apostles to the present time, the 
first day of the week has been kept as a memorial o£ the res- 
urrection of the Son of God. 

The Passover was instituted as a memorial of one of the 
most extraordinary events by which God delivered Israel 
from the oppression of Pharaoh. The paschal Lamb w^s 
a type of the Lamb of God which was to come and be slain 
for the sins of the world. The Israelites, therefore, while 
duly attending or. the Passover, naturally looked backward 
to their redemption from Egyptiah slavery, and forward 
to the great Propitiation for the sins of the world, feut 
when the Savior had actually appeared, and had, by the 
sacrifice of himself, made atonement for our sins, the Pass- 
over was of course set aside, to give place to a memorial of 
the untetype* Accordingly, the Lord's Supper was Insti- 
tuted as a memorial of the sufferings and death of the Mes- 
siah, or of the Blood that was shed for the remission of 
sins. This Sacrament is now a witness to the church, and 
to the world, that God has given to us eternal life, and 
that this life is in his Son, who died for bur offences, ami 
was raised again for our justification. 

As the Passover was an institution which connected the 
redemption from Egypt with the death of the Messiah ; so 
the Lord's Supper connects that period when Christ made 
his soul an offering fox; sin, with that event when he shall 
" come a second time without sin unto salvation*— a As oft 
as ye do this, ye do sJwzb forth the L&rd's death tilth&come" 

God made a covenant with Abraham, in which he prom- 
ised that in him and in his seed all the families of the earth 
should be blessed. This seed was Christ. . The event 
of that covenant transaction was an extraordinary events 
and one which required a memorial. As a token or memo- 



Digitized 



by Google 



Jn ExatfAfLatzQn ef dijiculi passages ofSeripturt* I6T 

rial of this event, God instituted circumcision. This insti* 
tution was not only calculated for a memorial of the past 
event, but it was peculiarly adapted to the purpose of keep- 
ing alive, in the minds of Abraham's posterity, that the 
Messiah was to be of the seed of Abraham according to the 
flesh* At length the promised Messiah was born into the 
world, ^nd in due time he was publicly and solemnly m- 
eugurated ; and God himself attended the ordination ; en- 
dued him with his own Spirit, and by an audible voice from, 
his excellent glory proclaimed, u This is my beloved Son> 
in whom lam well pleased." No event, prior to this, had 
Ipeeu more worthy of a perpetual memorial. Circumcision, 
33 it had respect to the coming of the Messiah according tq 
the fleshy became improper to be continued in the church 
r after it had been, in this solemn manner, announced to the 
world, that the promised seed had come, and had en- 
tered on his arduous w>rk ; at least, after he had come and 
finished his' work on earth, it appears altogether suitable 
that an institution, which had a particular reference to his 
coming in the flesh, should be set aside, and give place to 
a memorial of his having come by Water, or his having been 

PUBLICLY INAUGURATED and ENDUED as the MESSIAH, 

and publicly acknowledged by God as his Son, in whom 
he was well pleased. Therefore, before the ascension of 

\ our Lord, he instituted the ordinance of Baptism, to be 
regarded as a public memorial in the church, and a stand' 
ing witness to the world, that God hath given to us eter- 
nal life, and that' this life is in his Son. Thus we have to 
this day turez that bear witness in earth, the Spirit, the 
ISVater, and the Blood. 

'These remarks, Sir, are hot intended to imply any thing 
against the hypothesis that circumcision in the flesh denot- 
ed the necessity of the circumcision of the heart, nor that 
baptism is an emblem of the washing of regeneration by the 
Spirit of God. The theory ncfw advanced, respecting bap- 
tism, will rather support that hypothesis than militate 
against it. For on that solemn occasion, of which it is 
supposed baptism is the memorial, the Son of God was 
endued with the Spirit, that he might baptize with the Ho* 
hj Ghost, and that he might give repentance and remission 
of sins unto Israel* 

A part of what is contained in this Letter is designed to 

.prepare the way for the solution of a difficulty, which has 
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been supposed to arise from the language used in the Apos-* 
ties' commission ; to which some attention may Be paid in 
the next Letter. \ 

POSTSCRIPT. 

It may be worthy of special notioe, that the Sabbath, oir- . 
* cumcision, the Passover, the Lord's day, and the Lord's 
Supper, have all teen regarded as instituted memorials of 
interesting events. Is it not then reasonable to suppose 
that baptism is a memorial of 6ome extraordinary event ? 
And what event is so likely to be the one^ as that in which 
the long expected Messiah was inaugurated and announced 
to the world ? If this hypothesis be correct, I do not see 
how we could well spare the controverted texts. 

— •#• » 

LETTER VII. 

The Apostles 9 Commission considered. 
REV. SIR, 

AS was proposed in my last Letter, the language of the 
Apostles' commission, Matt, xxviii. 18,«19. shall now be 
considered* ? 

" And Jesus came and spake unto them, saying, All 
power is given unto me in heaven and in earth. Go ye, 
therefore, and teach all nations, baptising them in the 
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost." - 

This text, Sir, has occasioned me more inquiry than 
aiy other text in the Bible. And it becomes me not to be 
confident that all my inquiry has issued in obtaining the 
ideas which Christ meant to express. But if there be no 
failure in the attempt to prove that by the Holy Ghost is 
not intended a distinct Person, it concerns you and others, 
as much as it does me, to endeavor to obtain some mean- 
ing to the text now before us, consistent with that idea af 
*h< Spirit. — Believing that point is established by the gen- 
eral teaor of Scripture language,' the result of ray inquiries • 
respecting this text will now be submitted, hoping that if it 
be erroneous, you may be able to detect my error. 
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That the, text, as it stands in our transla&ion, does very 
' naturally suggest the idea, of baptizing by. the, authority of 
three* Persons, is admitted ; and of course it suggests the 
idea that the Holy Spirit is a Person. But when this view 
of the text is urged* with great confidence, as the only pos- 
sible meaning, there i* perhaps one thing overlooked, wnich 
ought to be considered ; and some things taken for granted^ 
1 which require proof that k not easily obtained. 

In the v*rse already quoted, immediately preceding the 
one so much relied on, Christ had said, " All power is 
given unto me, in heaven and earth." And what is here 
. asserted appears to be overlooked. It was, Sir, on this very- 
ground, that he added, " Go ye, therefore, into all the 
world," &c Now, Tf Christ had all authority in heavea 
and earth, his authority must have been sufficient for bap- 
tizing in his own name, without connecting any other.— 
Nor does it appear very natural to suppose that Christ 
would say to this effect, I have all authority ; go ye, there- 
fore, and baptize by the joint authority of myself and tw* 
other Persons. And has it not been also too . much over«- 
looked, that we have no example for baptizing in any other 
name than that of the Lord Jesus ? If it be a matter of so 
much moment as has been supposed, that baptism should 
be administered in the name of three Persons, is it not 
somewhat extraordinary that we are not able to find so 
much as one example of the Apostles to support the prac- 
tice ? 

, But perhaps somes things are taken for granted as well 
as overlooked* The things which seem to have been taken 
for granted, th^t require proof, are these— 

1. That the preposition, which is translated in, does 
»ot mean into, to, or for— 

2. That the word name, unquestionably means au- 
thority— , 

r 3» * That the design of Christ, in the J>assage, was to 
show the authority by which baptism is to be administered, 
and not the mni> for which it is to1>e administered. 

Respecting the Greek preposition *is, y&u are doubtless 
sensible that this is much more frequently translated into, 
ta± or for, than it is in. And had either of those Words 
been used in the text instead of in, this would have entire- 
ly precluded the idea of baptizing by the authority of three 
Persons, 
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And the word name h abundantly used in the Scriptures, 
94 of the same import as the word character ? it h also used 
for renown, glory f or praise; and it f s somet'rthefc used aft 
t>f siinilar import with the word memorial* *n dfecrWoth** 
of these senses, the word fs used ninth more frequently 
^han at importing authority. 

It is, Sir, my present opinion of the Words, -to dispute, 
that it was the design of Christ to express the obj*e€t oir 
prpfpr which % and not the authority by wffiekf baptisa*. 
is to he administered, - r and that the preposition* Mr6tfl d bb 
jtoort properly translated so as to read " to the nanie,^ air 
*Jbr the name/* than " in the name* ' :/ 

; Some reasons or analogies, to justify this explanation or 
eon^truction of the text* ma)' now be stated. 

1. Tnis construction agrees With' the cKarq-cfer* of the 
JToiy Spirit, as already illustrated 'from die general and 
' Natural import of Scripture language^ ] * * '■ 

%« This construction corresponds with the idea that bap- 
tism is a standing witness and memOruit\n the diui£h, that 
'the Son of God came by water, and was publicly inaugu- 
rated, endued, and announced, as the promised Messiah* 
libe Son- of God. t 

3. It agrees with Hie, frequent use bf the word name r 
as signifying renown/ glory, praise, or memorial. ' 

"Wifhen monuments are erected, or memorials instituted^ 
to perpetuate the memory of illustrious characters or illus- 
trious eyents r renown, . gfory, and praise, are the object of 

\ these memorials* When memorials are instituted to pdr* 
petuate the memory of remarkable and distinguishingevetfts 

rof divkie, providence, they are designed for tiife renown,. 
glory, and praise of God* *' " * 

4. Wheij, in the New Testament^ anything ifrsaidta 
¥ be done, or required to be done, for a Witness, for a sign,, 

fqr a testimony, for a memorial, or to the glory, or 4to the 

praise of God,, this same preposition, ehs, is used, aiid 
; translated^r or to. And can one instance to die contrary 
. be found in the New Testament I Some instances of each> 

wilL no w^ be exhibited^ * 

44 There was a man came from God, whose name was* 

John ; the same cameyir a witness" — u And ' the Gospel 
, of the Kingdom shall be preached in all the World jb* *V 
, witness io all nations." "*","'' 
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.«' Vefily I spy uqto vom. Wheresoever this Gospel shall 
fe.peeachediouie whole worlds there shall also this, that 
tbbwoa&aa hpthdone, be tc4d for a memorial of her.* 
^ Thy prayers and thine alms are come vp. for a memoridt 
before God." 

a Afcd whosoever will qqt receive you, nor hear yoi£ 
shake off the dust from under your feet,, as a testimony 
against the»* $.ndit shall turn to you for a testimony^ 
4i Offer .the gift that Moses commanded, for a testimony 
unto them* ' 

" Having predestinated us unto the adoption of children 

-fey Jesus Christ* to himself, according to the good pleasure 

of his will, to ikt praise of the glory of his grace/* u And 

•that every tongue-should confess that Jesus ChrisUs Lord, 

)to ths glory of God the Father." t 

5. When any thing is represented as done in the name 
-of t*other,« (and ,in t the name certainly means by the atit- 
jithorify^ different preposition is usually, if not uniformly, 
used m the Gjjeejk. 

,. ; When Christ says* " X am come fn piy father's name* 

and " the works that I do in my Fat|*er*s name" the vreek 

. p*e£d|kia& $b, if*9t ds, is used. So likewise in this text, 

" In my name they shall ca# out devils,* &c. 

', Aceqrdii^y.tbe apostles performed, miracles In the name 

*f Jesus* Thua said Peter tq the impotent mah, u In the 

"name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth, rise up and walk.* 

Thus. Paul said to the spirit of divination, with which fhe 

woman was possessed, u I command thee, in the name of 

„ Jews Christ, to come out of her.* 

In the following instances, eis is used, " Where two' or 

fcbree sye gathered together m my name"— " Baptized i* 

. the flow* of the Lprd Jesus*---" Lest any should say, I 

' baptized in my own name* But in all these instances, 

> : name may mean giprfa and the translation might have been 

for the namf 7 tb^tis, for the glory or honor. 

No rea^pnable objection, it is presumed, can be stated 

against thus construing the text relative to the saints meet* 

tog or gathering in Christ's name. Meeting yir his nam* f 

> Qtfvr his, glory i would undoubtedly be as correct and as 

striking an idea. 

Nor is it at all unnatural to suppose, that Pout's fear wa$, 
that it should be thought that he was seeking his oxtm glory* 
9&4 oot the ^lory of Christ, And is it not to be feared* 
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tikatsome at this day do realty baptize fir* their own name^ 
Or their own ^forj/ or praise •?' '* * - */ 

It has indeed been observed, 'that we fwtfe lib example 
of the apostles* baptizing in any other ncmex^xx tha$ of the 
Lord Jesus. And now it is not douhted, that they baptized * 
by; the authority ofthe Lord Jesus ; yet that niight wot be 
the meaning of the* phrase which is translated in the name 
efthe Lord Jesus. It might as naturally bejbr the name % - 
for the glory ofthe Lord Jesus. And to baptize for the 
ghry ofthe Lord Jesus, would amount to the same as bap-' 
tizingyjr a memorialof what was done by the Father, the • 
Son, and the Holy Spirit, ^o prove thkt he is the Son of. 
God and the Savior of the world. * • 

In this text, u There are three thafcfottf witness In tJhe 
earth, the Spirit, the Water, and the Wood, and 'these 
three agree in one," the s&me preposition <&s is used. Tb 
express the sense, the translators have inserted -the vertr* 
agree, which has no place in the original; but h«(d thejr* 
strictly regarded analogy, they might have expressed the 
same idea as correctly, and perhaps more fdrctbty , by the 
preposition only, u these three art for da*,*' that is, fir 
one end, as testimony to prove that * 4 Ood has' gfcreu to ua 
eternal life, and this fife is in his Son.** * ^ • ■ * 
'Thus, Sir/yoa have before you some ofthe analogies which 
it least seem to justify me in supposing; that it was the 
design of Christ/ in the apostles* co&mfesidn, to express 
the end fir which, and not merely the ^tfTHfcHinir b& 
which, baptism is to be administered. The aitthokity by 
which, is indeed expressed ittthe*intrddtlctory words* w A* 
power is given unto me fa heaven and earth ; go ye^ 
therefore ; n but the clause m dispute appears to me not de- 
signed to re-express the authority, but to show the enp fin* 
which t>aptism was instituted. 

* Carf you, Sit, produce such analogies fci support *>f the 
eomdion construction of this passage I' Can you produce* 
me analogy from the Bible whkh will justify you in saying 
fliat this text'requires us to baptize by the authority of the 
SoVy Spirit a$ a distinct Person r? 

If the construction now given ofthe passage' should be 
admitted and adopted, it would occasion no change ki the 
form of words to be used in baptizing, bat simply that of 
«sing to or for instead of in. The adoption would, how* 
ever, open *»tkfcfftr much to bepertinend| aad profitably 

1 
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said* respecting that momentous event in which the prom* . ♦ 
ised Messiah was publicly inaugurated^ endued* and <wi*v 
nottneed to the world a* the Son of God ; and the grace 
amt^fory which was displayed on that memorable occa-^ 
si6m , ^ 

In this inauguration we may contemplate a fulfilment of ^ 
what had been promised and predicted, and also of what' had I 
been typified in the manner in which Prophets, Priests, „ 
and Kings, had been invested with their respective offices* \ 
The holy oil was poured on the heads of Prophets and .. ' 
Kings, as art emblem of the Holy Spirit^ .with which the / 
Messiah was to be endued* And -Aaron was first washed 
with water, and then had the oil of consecration poured on* 
his head, as the Son of. God was first washed or baptized* 
and then endued wkh the Spirit of God. And if we may*, 
connect, in one view, the Old and die New Testament*, 
forms of inauguration or ordination ; in that event we may % 
behold the Messiah condescending to come to John, his* 
herald, to be washed with water as Aaron was ; then we. 
behold him making his own ordination prqyer ; and what, 
is- still more august, we may behold the Eternal Father,. 
performing the solemn rites oi laying on of hands,znd giving 
the Right Hand of Fellowship— Hz first sent down his Ho*^ 
fy Spirit^ which is often represented as his Hand ; this 
abode on the Son ; then, with an audible voice, 'God pro*. 
claimed, in the cars of attending angels and men, u Thi* 

IS MT BELOVED SON, IN WHOM I AM WEItL FfcRASEI>X 

A scene more august, and more expressive of geacb ami. 
<&ory, bad perhaps never been seen in heaven nor earth* 

POSTSCRIPT. \ 

* LET it be distinctly understood, that the opinion, that 
baptism was instituted as a- memorial of the inauguration of 
the 9Vf essiah, is not viewed by me as essential to the maixx, 
theory respecting the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. The* 
opmkm resulted from a serious inquiry into the meaning 
of Christ's coming by Water % ami of th? Water's bearing 
VHtness. It is proposed, for examination, as that winch 
appears U> mt probably true* But the main things had in 
tiew do not depend on the -correctness of that opinion. Va* 
rious* rdasons may be given for the use of the terms Holy 
ifirk, in the ^©stle*' OQmmissioq, which4o^not injply tfy* 
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personality of the Spirit. Biit what, Sir, if no such reafsoii 
could be given by me, or by yourself ? Shall one clause 
of a text, of doubtful import, be admitted as proof xX zfact % 
in opposition to the general tenor of plain and inspired repi 
resentations ? More, it is believed, than two hundred 
times, the Holy Spirit of God is brought, into view fa the 
Scriptures,in a manner which clearly conveys the idea,that, 
fey the Spirit, a self-existent Person Is not intended. And 
"cjiall tne j two^ or three texts, which seem to favor yoiir opin* 
ion, be allowed more weight^ian two hundred others which 
are clearly in opposition? Suppose, Sir, that after long 
smd laborious inquiry, I could obtain no satisfactory expo*- 
$ition of the disputed clause in the apostles' commission, 
which would accord with my present views of the Holy 
{Spirit ; and on that ground should give up the whole theo- 
ry, and return to your doctrine of the Trinity j what "then 
'would be my situation ? I must Cease to reflect, or must 
take into view the numerous texts which nataraUy oppose 
your idea of $he Spirit, with the multitude which are op- 
posed to the self-existence of the Son of God, and the many 
thousands which distinctly represent Gqd as one Person 
mty. On the whole, then, instead of one perplexing text, 
I should have to encounter many thousands, each of which, 
according to the natural import of language, would be op- 
posed to the doctrine that I should profess to believe, tt 
you will show me how those numerous classes of texts can 
fee fairly reconciled to your doptrjne^ s^d how th$ repre- 
sentations pf Divine; love^ in the Gospel can be consistent 
^ith your, vjews of the Sou of God, you will easily reclaim^ 
me from my supposed error. For whatever may have been 
your views of my feelings or my motives, this is a fact, that 
)t is far from being a pleasant thing to me to be obliged to 
jdisseut in opinion from such a multity4e of ypjtty charac- 

4W* ■ . '/ ' # • % .* .....* . ... 

There is one consideration which will probably have in* 

jiuence a^iinst the adnjissaOB of the sentiments of these 
X.ett$rs» via. That; the writer is a person obscurely situated* 
q£ private education, and unpromising advantage*. All this 
may* in tri^th^ be said. ,But ?Qmetimes God has " chosen** 
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la possiite that ft person, under air my disadvantages, ma^ 
investigate the truth, by faking the Scripture? his enty 
guide* It has been no part of my object to intent a ne^ 
fHBORY. &ly aim has been to investigate, represent, and 
support, such sentiments, as are revealed m the Bible, act- 
knitting words to be used* 4 * according to their common ac£. 
ceptation," coaiparing Scripture with Scripture. If, oh 
'due examination, it shall be found that any sentiment, ill 
these Letters, may be property ascribed to me as the au- 
thor* let it be rejected. But you wiB allow, that sent?- 
meats, of which God is the Author, should not be reject 
«d, whoever may be the writer. " Can there any good 
thing^ome out of Nazareth V 9 This, you wiH remembe?, 
was a question which once arose in the mind of an * Israelite 
indeed ? and, perhaps, on the same ground thousand* 
pf others, to their own ruin, rejected the Savior ox the 
worbd. On no better ground, it mfty be, that thbusandk 
m\\\ refect the sf.ntimeots contained in these Letters, even 
if they are sanctioned by the Orac1.es of God. 



LETTER VIII. 

CONCLUSION. 

HEV. Slit, 

THIS series of Letters has already been extended be^ 
yond my original design. It shall now be closed. I am 
not insensible, that publishing my views exposes me 16 at- 
, tacks from every denomination of professing Christians* 
'Yet you wtH not doubt my sincerity in saying, that no man 
can have less desire to be engaged in public controversy.-** 
But being not my own, it would "be wrong to suppress what 
to me appears honorary to Christ, foe the sake of private 
east) futet, or popularity. 

Freedom has been used in examining your opinions, and 

'the opinions of others $ but, at the same time, it has been 

' an object of my care to cultivate, in my heart, feelings of 

tenderness and respect for my £elk>w Christians of different 

opinions. - In writing, it has been my aim ndt to wound 

^our feelings, or the feelings of any other man. While 

1 writing this last Letter of the series, my conscience bears 
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<tae wttnets, that not vne sentence in the whole has been 
dictated by the feelings oi displeasure agai ast pny one of 
my ft* How creatures. 

These Letters are addressed to toy, in hope* that if 
there must be an opponent^ it may be one who is ahl$ an4 
willing to investigate ; and one who has. learned of Him 
who was meek and lowly in heart. This b$ing your «ba»» 
tacter, should you see cause to answer my. Letters, y<w 
.will look thoroughly and prayerfully into the subject^ an*l 
jiot write at random. You will not shelter yourself under 
the popularity of your own theory, and on that ground think 
yourself justified in treating with contempt the views df 
jiourfriend. You will not sneer at arguments which you. 
cannot refute by fair reasoning j nor substitute sarcastic 
and censorious declamation, for argument. You wiO m&b 
misrepresent my real views^ for the sake of haying something' 
before you which you can easily refute.-*J&m if you viewr 
me in an error, you will pity and pray for me ; spid,. in the 
spirit of meekness and love^ you will endeavor to show me 
my mistakes and errors. And you will write as one who 
expects to give account. And if I am in j?n error, be as- 
sured, Sir, that it is my cordial desire that you may be 
enabled to deteet it, and to set it before me, and before 
die world, in a convincing light. 

You will readily perceive, that there may be mistakes in 
explaining some particular texts, and yet the theory may 
be correct. In attempting to explain so many texts, it is 
very possible that there are instances of incorrectness. For 
one so fallible, it is enough to say, that my labor has been 
to investigate the real truth, without perverting or misap- 
plying tne Scriptures ; and that it has been my sincere de- 
sire to make the theory square with the Scriptures as a 
Divine Standard, and not to make the Scriptures bend 
to the theory. 

Should you think it to be your duty to express your dis- 
approbation of the theory, by way of a Review in some 
periodical work, you will give an impartial representation 
xyf my real sentiments*) that those who read the Review 
may have some opportunity to judge as to the correctness 
of the opinion you may express. 

After you shall have written your objections by way of 
Review, be pleased to turn to John xvii. and review the 
prayer of the Son of God ; examine the natural import of 
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ivery sentence distinctly : then ask yourself these questions 
* — Does not every sentence in this prayer perfectly harmonize 
with the sentiments against whicn I have been writing ?— 
Yea, does not this prayer clearly contain the principal sen- 
timents which the Writer of the Letters has aimed to estab- 
lish ?~If he had forged a prayer for the Son of God, in 
support of his own theory, could he have written atiy thing 
more to his purpose than that which really proceeded from 
the lips of Chilst ?^-Are not, then, my objections to his 
views as really objections to the sentiments contained in 
the prayer of the Son of God ? 

And may that DivIke Lord, in whbhi is our hope* 
lead us to a more perfect knowledge of himself; and grant, 
that not only you and I, but all who may read these Letters, 
iftay .experience the truth bf the declaration which he made 
in his prayer to the Father, " And this is life eternal, to 
know thee the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom 
tiiou hast sent.? And while it shall be our lot to differ in 
sentiment, let us daily unite in the prayer of Christy that 
we all may be one, even as He and the Father are One. 
Adieu. 

NOAH WORCESTER. 
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ERRATA. 

Page 5, line 36* for mind readhznd.'&r**-*-' 
35 , line 25, for are read or. 
44, line 36, for sa ran/ as. 

46, line 9, jfcr by things read by the things, fc?t\ 

47, /ine 1 f , for reject ra&/ respect. 
49, line 21, y&r as r«irf is. 

59, line 32, dfe/r the word to, 
111, AW 25* for pay r«a/ pray. 
126, tine l6 y for So far rawf For. 
133, line 25, /or there read these. 
158, line 4, for any other r«wf another 
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The circumstances, under which the following discourse has 
been requested for the press, forbid the author to withhold it ; 
and yet he is aware, that it must disappoint those who may look 
to it for some extended notice of the life and character of the ex- 
cellent man, by whose death it was occasioned. In preparing it, 
the author had time to give only his 6rst recollections and impres- 
sions ; nor does he think it worth his while to make additions 
now, as he trusts, that an autobiography, left by Dr Worcester, 
will be given to the public, in which case all other notices will be 
of little value. 
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DISCOURSE. 



JOHN XIII. 84. 

A NEW COMMANDMENT X GIVE UNTO YOU, THAT TE LOVE ONE ANOTH- 
ER ; AS I HAVE LOVED YOU, THAT YE ALSO LOVE ONE ANOTHER. 

It was the great purpose of Christ to create the world 
anew, to make a deep, broad, enduring change in hu- 
man beings. He came to breathe his own soul into 
men, to bring them through faith into a connexion and 
sympathy with himself, by which they would receive 
his divine virtue, as the branches receive quickening in- 
fluences from the vine in w T hich they abide, and the 
limbs from the head to which they are vitally bound. 

It was especially the purpose of Jesus Christ, to re- 
deem men from the slavery of selfishness, to raise them 
to a divine, disinterested love. By this he intended 
thattjis followers should be known, that his religion 
should be broadly divided from all former institutions. 
He meant that this should be worn as a frontlet on the 
brow, should beam as a light from the countenance, 
should shed a grace over the manners, should give tones 
of sympathy to the voice, and especially should give en- 
ergy to the will, energy to do and suffer for others' 
good. Here is one of the grand distinctions of Christi- 
anity, incomparably grander than all the mysteries which 
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have borne its name. Our knowledge of Christianity 
is to be measured, not by the laboriousness with which 
we have dived into the depths of theological systems, 
but by our comprehension of the nature, extent, energy 
and glory of that disinterested principle, which Christ 
enjoined as our likeness to God, and as the perfection 
of human nature. 

This disinterestedness of Christianity is to be learned 
from Christ himself, and from no other. It had dawn- 
ed on the world before in illustrious men, in prophets, 
sages and legislators. But its full orb rose at Bethlehem. 
All the preceding history of the world gives but broken 
hints of the love which shone forth from Christ. Nor 
can this be learned from his precepts alone. We must 
go to his life, especially to his cross. His cross was the 
throne of his love. There it reigned, there it triumph- 
ed. On the countenance of the crucified Savior there 
was one expression stronger than of dying agony, — the 
expression of calm, meek, unconquered, boundless love. 
I repeat it, the cross alone can teach us the energy 
and grandeur of the love, which Christ came to impart. 
There we see its illimitableness ; for he died for the 
whole world. There we learn its inexhaustible ajaca- 
bility ; for he died for the very enemies whose hands 
were reeking with his blood. There we learn its self-im- 
molating strength; for he resigned every good of life, and 
endured intensest pains, in the cause of our race. There 
we learn its spiritual elevation ; for he died not to en- 
rich men with outward and worldly goods, but to breathe 
new life, health, purity, into the soul. There we learn 
its far-reaching aim ; for he died to give immortality of 
happiness. There we learn its tenderness and sympa- 
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thy ; for amidst his cares for the world, his heart over- 
flowed with gratitude and love for his honored mother. 
There, in a word, we learn its Divinity ; for he suffered 
through his participation of the spirit and his devotion 
to the purposes of God, through unity of heart and will 
with his Heavenly Father. 

It is one of our chief privileges, as Christians, that we 
have in Jesus Christ a revelation of Perfect Love. This 
great idea comes forth to us from his life and teaching, 
as a distinct and bright reality. To understand this is 
to understand Christianity. To call forth in us a cor- 
responding energy of disinterested affection, is the mis- 
sion which Christianity has to accomplish on the earth. 
There is one characteristic of the love of Christ, to 
which the Christian world are now waking up as from 
long sleep, and which is to do more than all things for 
the renovation of the world. He loved individual man. 
Before his time, the most admired form of goodness was 
patriotism. Men loved their country, but cared noth- 
ing for their fellow-creatures beyond the limits of coun- 
try, and cared little for the individual within those lim- 
its, devoting themselves to public interests and especial- 
ly to what was called the glory of the State. The leg- 
islator, seeking by his institutions to exalt his country 
above its rivals, and the warrior, fastening its yoke on its 
foes and crowning it with bloody laurels, were the 
great natnes of earlier times. Christ loved man, not 
masses of men ; loved each and all, and not a particular 
country and class. The human being was dear to him 
for his own sake ; not for the spot of earth on which he 
lived, not for the language he spoke, not for his rank in 
life, but for his humanity, for his spiritual nature, for the 

Digitized by VjOOQIC 



8 

image of God in which he was made. Nothing out- 
ward in human condition engrossed the notice, or nar- 
rowed the sympathies of Jesus. He looked to the hu- 
man soul. That he loved. That divine spark he de- 
sired to cherish, no matter where it dwelt, no matter 
how it was dimmed. He loved man for his own sake, 
and all men without exclusion or exception. His min- 
istry was not confined to a church, a chosen congrega- 
tion. On the mount he opened his mouth and spake 
to the promiscuous multitude. From the hosom of the 
lake he delivered his parables to the throng which lin- 
ed its shores. His church was nature, the unconfined 
air and earth ; and his truths, like the blessed influences 
of nature's sunshine and rain, fell on each and all. He 
lived in the highway, the street, the places of concourse, 
and welcomed the eager crowds which gathered round 
him from every sphere and rank of life. Nor was it to 
crowds that his sympathy was confined. He did not 
need a multitude to excite him. The humblest individ- ' 
ual drew his regards. He took the little child into his 
arms, and blessed it ; he heard the beggar crying to him 
by the wayside where he sat for alms ; and in the an- 
guish of death, he administered consolation to a male- 
factor expiring at his side. In this shone forth the di- 
vine wisdom as well as love of Jesus, that he understood 
the worth of a human being. So truly did he compre- 
hend it, that, as I think, he would have counted himself 
repaid for all his teachings and mighty works, for all his 
toils, and sufferings, and bitter death, by the redemption 
of a single soul. His love to every human being sur- 
passed that of a parent to an only child. Jesus was 
great in all things, but in nothing greater than in his 



comprehension of the worth of a human spirit. Before 
his time no one dreamed of it. The many had been 
sacrificed to the few. The mass of men had been trod- 
den under foot. History had been but a record of strug- 
gles and institutions, which breathed nothing so strongly 
as contempt of the human race. 

Jesus was the first philanthropist. He brought with* 
him a new era, the era of philanthropy ; and from his 
time a new spirit has moved over the troubled waters 
of society, and will move until it has brought order and 
beauty out of darkness and confusion. The men, whom 
he trained and into whom he had poured most largely 
his own spirit, were signs, proofs, that a new kingdom 
had come. They consecrated themselves to a work at 
that time without precedent, wholly original, such as 
had not entered human thought. They left home, pos- 
sessions, country, went abroad into strange lands, and 
not only put life in peril, but laid it down, to spread the 
truth which they had received from their Lord, to make 
the true God, even the Father, known to his blinded 
children, to make the Savior known to the sinner, to 
make life and immortality known to the dying, to give 
a new impulse to the human soul. We read of the mis- 
sion of the apostles as if it were a thing of course. The 
thought perhaps never comes to us, that they entered 
on a sphere of action until that time wholly unexplored; 
that not a track had previously marked their path ; that 
the great conception,which inspired them, of converting 
a world, had never dawned on the sublimest intellect ; 
that the spiritual love for every human being,which car- 
ried them over oceans and through deserts, amid scourg- 

ings and fastings and imprisonments and death, was a 
2 
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new light from heaven breaking out on earth, a new 
revelation of the divinity in human nature. Then it 
was, that man began to yearn for man with a Godlike 
love. Then a new voice was heard on earth, the voice 
of prayer for the recovery, pardon, happiness of a world. 
It was most strange, it was a miracle more worthy of 
^admiration than the raising of the dead, that from Judea, 
the most exclusive, narrow country under heaven,which 
hated and scorned all other nations and shrunk from 
their touch as pollution, should go forth men to proclaim 
the doctrine of human brotherhood, to give to every hu- 
man being, however fallen or despised, assurances of 
God's infinite love, to break down the barriers of nation 
and rank, to pour out their blood like water in the work 
of diffusing the spirit of universal love. Thus mightily 
did the character of Jesus act on the spirits of the men 
with whom he had lived. Since that time the civiliz- 
ed world has been overwhelmed by floods of barbarians, 
and ages of darkness have passed. But some rays of 
this divine light break on us through the thickest dark- 
ness. The new impulse given by Christianity was nev- 
er wholly spent. The rude sculpture of the dark ages 
represented Jesus hanging from his cross; and however 
this image was abused to purposes of superstition, it still 
spoke to men of a philanthropy stronger than death, 
which felt and suffered for every human being; and a 
softening, humanizing virtue went from it which even 
the barbarian could not wholly resist. In our own times 
the character of Jesus is exerting more conspicuously 
its true and glorious power. We have indeed little 
cause for boasting. The great features of society are 
still hard and selfish. The worth of a human being is 
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a mystery still hid from an immense majority, and the 
most enlightened among us have not looked beneath the 
surface of this great truth. Still there is at this moment 
an interest in human nature, a sympathy with human 
suffering, a sensibility to the abuses and evils which de- 
form society, a faith in man's capacity of progress, a 
desire of human progress, a desire to carry to every hu- 
man being the means of rising to a better condition and 
a higher virtue, such as has never been witnessed be- 
fore. ♦ Amidst the mercenariness which would degrade 
men into tools, and the ambition which would tread 
them down in its march toward power, there is still a 
respect for man as man, a recognition of his rights, a 
thirst for his elevation, which is the surest proof of a 
higher comprehension of Jesus Christ, and the surest 
augury of a happier state of human affairs. Humanity 
and justice are crying out in more and more piercing 
tones for the suffering, the enslaved, the ignorant, the 
poor, the prisoner, the orphan, the long-neglected sea- 
man, the benighted heathen. I do not refer merely to 
new institutions for humanity, for these are not the most 
unambiguous proofs of progress. We see in the com- 
mon consciousness of society, in the general feelings of 
individuals, traces of a more generous recognition of 
what man ow r es to man. The glare of outward distinc- 
tion is somewhat dimmed. The prejudices of caste and 
rank are abated. A man is seen to be worth more than 
his wardrobe or his title. It begins to be understood 
that a Christian is to be a philanthropist, and that in 
truth, the essence of Christianity is a spirit of martyr- 
dom in the cause of mankind. 

This subject has been brought to my mind at the 
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present moment, by an event in this vicinity, which has 
drawn little attention, but which I could not, without 
self-reproach, suffer to pass unnoticed. Within a few 
days, a great and good man, a singular example of the 
philanthropy which Jesus Christ came to breathe into the 
world, has been taken away ; and as it was my happi- 
ness to know him more intimately than most among us, 
I feel as if I were called to bear a testimony to his rare 
goodness, and to hold up his example as a manifestation 
of what Christianity can accomplish in the human mind. 
I refer to the Rev. Noah Worcester, who has been just- 
ly called the Apostle of Peace, who finished his course 
at Brighton during the last week. His great age, for 
he was almost eighty, and the long, and entire seclusion 
to which debility had compelled him, have probably 
made his name a strange one to some who hear me. 
In truth, it is common in the present age, for eminent 
men to be forgotten during their lives, if their lives are 
much prolonged. Society is now a quick-shifting pa- 
geant. New actors hurry the old ones from the stage. 
The former stability of things is strikingly impaired. 
The authority which gathered round the aged, has de- 
clined. The young seize impatiently the prizes of life. 
The hurried, bustling, tumultuous, feverish Present, 
swallows up men's thoughts, so that he who retires from 
active pursuits, is as little known to the rising genera- 
tion as if he were dead. It is not wonderful then, that 
Dr Worcester was so far forgotten by his contempora- 
ries. But the future will redress the wrongs of the 
present ; and in the progress of civilization, history will 
guard more and more sacredly the memories of men, 
who have advanced before their age, and devoted 
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themselves to great, but neglected interests of human- 
ity. 

Dr Worcester's efforts in relation to war, or in the 
cause of peace, made him eminently a public man and 
constitute his chief claim to public consideration; and 
these were not founded on accidental circumstances or 
foreign influences, but wholly on the strong and peculiar 
tendencies of his mind. He was distinguished above all 
whom I have known by his comprehension and deep feel- 
ing of the spirit of Christianity, by the sympathy with 
which he seized on the character of Jesus Christ as a 
manifestation of Perfect Love, by the honor in which he 
held the mild, humble, forgiving, disinterested virtues of 
our religion. This distinguishing trait of his mind was 
embodied and brought out in his whole life and conduct. 
He especially expressed it in his labors for the promotion 
of Universal Peace on the earth. He was struck, as no 
other man within my acquaintance has been, with the 
monstrous incongruity between the spirit of Christian- 
ity and the spirit of Christian communities, between 
Christ's teaching of peace, mercy, forgiveness, and the 
wars which divide and desolate the church and the world. 
Every man has particular impressions which rule over 
and give a hue to his mind. Every man is struck by 
some evils rather than others. Ttie excellent individu- 
al of whom I speak was shocked, heart-smitten, by 
nothing so much, as by seeing, that man hates man, 
that man destroys his brother, that man has drenched 
the earth with his brother's blood, that man in his in- 
sanity has crowned the murderer of his race with the 
highest honors; and, still worse, that Christian hates 
Christian, that church wars against church, that differ- 
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ences of forms and opinions array against each other 
those whom Christ died to join together in closest broth- 
erhood, and that Christian zeal is spent in building up 
sects, rather than in spreading the spirit- of Christ and 
enlarging and binding together the universal church. 
The great evil on which his mind and heart fixed was 
War, Discord, Intolerance, the substitution of force for 
Reason and Love. To spread peace on earth became 
the object of his life. Under this impulse he gave birth 
and impulse to Peace Societies. This new movement 
is to be traced to him above all other men, and his name, 
I doubt not, will be handed dow r n to future time with 
increasing veneration as the * Friend of Peace,' as hav- 
ing given new force to the principles which are grad- 
ually to abate the horrors and ultimately extinguish 
the spirit of war. 

The history of the good man, as far as I have learn- 
ed it, is singularly instructive and encouraging. He 
was self-taught, self-formed. He was born in narrow 
circumstances, and to the age of twenty-one was a la- 
borious farmer, not only deprived of a collegiate educa- 
tion, but of the advantages which may be enjoyed in a 
more prosperous family. An early marriage brought on 
him the cares of a growing family. Still he found or 
rather made time for sufficient improvements to intro- 
duce him into the ministry before his thirtieth year. 
He was first settled in a parish too poor to give him 
even a scanty support ; and he was compelled to take a 
farm on which he toiled by day, whilst in the evening 
he was often obliged to use a mechanical art for the 
benefit of his family. He made their shoes, an occu- 
pation of which Coleridge has somewhere remarked, 
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that it has been followed by a greater number of emi- 
nent men than any other trade. By the side of his 
work-bench he kept ink and paper, that he might write 
down the interesting thoughts, which he traced out or 
which rushed on him amidst his humble labors. I take 
pleasure in stating this part of his history. The preju- 
dice against manual labor as inconsistent with personal 
dignity is one of the most irrational and pernicious, es- 
pecially in a free country. It shows how little we com- 
prehend the spirit of our institutions and how deeply 
we are tainted with the narrow maxims of the old 
aristocracies of Europe. Here was a man, uniting great 
intellectual improvement with refinement of manners, 
who had been trained under unusual severity of toil. 
This country has lost much physical and moral strength, 
and its prosperity is at this moment depressed, by the 
common propensity to forsake the plough for less manly 
pursuits, which are thought however to promise greater 
dignity as well as ease. 

His first book was a series of letters to a Baptist min- 
ister, and in this he gave promise of the direction 
which the efforts of his life were to assume. The great 
object of these letters, was not to settle the controver- 
sies about baptism, about the mode of administering it 
whether by immersion or sprinkling, or about the proper 
subjects of it whether children or adults alone. His 
aim was, to show that these were inferior questions, 
that differences about these ought not to divide Christ- 
ians, that the ' close communion' as it is called of the 
Baptists was inconsistent with the liberal spirit of Christ- 
ianity, and that this obstruction to Christian unity 
ought to be removed. 
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His next publication was what brought him into no- 
tice and gave him an important place in our theological 
history. It was a publication on the Trinity, and what 
is worthy of remark, it preceded the animated contro- 
versy on that point which a few years after agitated 
this city and commonwealth. The mind of Dr Worces- 
ter was turned to this topic not by foreign impulses but 
by its own workings. He had been brought up in the 
strictest sect, that is as a Calvinist. His first doubts 
as to the Trinity arose from the confusion, the perplex- 
ity, into which his mind was thrown by this doctrine in 
his acts of devotion. To worship three persons as one 
and the same God, as one and the same being, seemed 
to him difficult if not impossible. He accordingly re- 
solved to read and examine the Scriptures from begin- 
ning to end, for the purpose of ascertaining the true doc- 
trine respecting God and the true rank of Jesus Christ. 
The views at which he arrived were so different from 
what prevailed around him, and some of them so pecu- 
liar that he communicated them to the public under the 
rather quaint title of * Bible News relating to the Fath- 
er, Son and Holy Spirit.' His great aim was to prove, 
that the Supreme God was one person, even the Fath- 
er, and that Jesus Christ was not the Supreme God but 
his Son in a strict and peculiar sense. This idea of « the 
peculiar and natural sonship' of Christ, by which he 
meant that Jesus was derived from the very substance 
of the Father, had taken a strong hold on his mind, and 
he insisted on it with as much confidence as was con- 
sistent with his deep sense of fallibility. But, as might 
be expected in so wise and spiritual a man, it faded more 
and more from his mind, in proportion as he became 
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acquainted with and assimilated to the true glory of his 
Master. In one of his unpublished manuscripts, he 
gives an account of his change of view in this particu- 
lar, and, without disclaiming expressly the doctrine which 
had formerly seemed so precious, he informs us that it 
had lost its importance in his sight. The Moral, Spir- 
itual dignity of Christ, had risen on his mind in such 
splendor as to dim his old idea of 'natural sonship.' In 
one place he affirms, * I do not recollect an instance [in 
the scriptures] in which Christ is spoken of as loved, 
honored, or praised on any other ground than his Moral 
dignity.' Thfs moral greatness he declares to be the 
highest with which Jesus was clothed, and expresses 
his conviction, * that the controversies of Christians 
about his natural dignity, had tended very little to 
the honor of their Master, or to their own advantage/ 
The manuscript to which I refer was written after his 
seventieth year, and is very illustrative of his character. 
It shows, that his love of truth was stronger than the 
tenacity with which age commonly clings to old ideas. 
It shows him superior to the theory, which more than 
any other he had considered his own, and which had 
been the fruit of very laborious study. It shows how 
strongly he felt, that Progress was the law and [ end of 
his being, and how he continued to make progress to 
the last hour. The work called ' Bible News' drew 
much attention, and converted not a few to the doctrine 
of the proper unity of God. Its calm, benignant spirit 
had no small influence in disarming prejudice and un- 
kiudness* He found however that his defection from 
his original faith had exposed him to much suspicion 
and reproach ; and he became at length so painfully ira- 
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pressed with the intolerance which his work had excit- 
ed, that he published another shorter work called 
* Letters to Trinitarians,' a work breathing the very 
spirit of Jesus, and intended to teach, that diversities of 
opinion, on subjects the most mysterious and perplexing, 
ought not to sever friends, to dissolve the Christian 
tie, to divide the church, to fasten on the dissenter from 
the common faith the charge of heresy, to array the 
disciples of the Prince of Peace in hostile bands. These 
works obtained such favor, that he was solicited to leave 
the obscure town in which he ministered, and to take 
charge, in this place, of a periodical called at first the 
Christian Disciple, and now better known as the Chris- 
tian Examiner. At that time, (about twenty-five years 
ago,) I first saw him. Long and severe toil, and a 
most painful disease, had left their traces on his once 
athletic frame ; but his countenance beamed with a be- 
nignity which at once attracted confidence and affection. 
For several years he consulted me habitually in the con- 
duct of the work which he edited. I recollect with ad- 
miration the gentleness, humility, and sweetness of tem- 
per, with which he endured freedoms, corrections, re- 
trenchments, some of which I feel now to have been 
unwarranted, and which no other man would so kindly 
have borne. This work was commenced very much for 
doctrinal discussions ; but his spirit could not brook such 
limitations, and he used its pages more and more for the 
dissemination of his principles of philanthropy and peace. 
At length he gave these principles to the world, in a 
form which did much to decide his future career. He 
published a pamphlet called « A Solemn Review of the 
Custom of War.' It bore no name, and appeared with- 
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out recommendation, but it immediately seized on at- 
tention. It was read by multitudes in this country, then 
published in England, and translated, as I have heard, 
into several languages of Europe. Such was the im- 
pression made by this work, that a new association, 
called the Peace Society of Massachusetts, was institut- 
ed in this place. I well recollect the day of its forma- 
tion in yonder house, then the parsonage of this parish, 
and if there was a happy man that day on earth, it was 
the founder of this institution. This society gave birth 
to all the kindred ones in this country, and its influence 
was felt abroad. Dr Worcester assumed the charge of 
its periodical, and devoted himself for years to this 
cause, with unabating faith and zeal; and it may be 
doubted, whether any man, who ever lived, contributed 
more than he, to spread just sentiments on the subject 
of War, and to hasten the era of universal peace. He 
began his efforts in the darkest day, when the whole 
civilized world was shaken by conflict, and threatened 
with military despotism. He lived to see more than 
twenty years of general peace, and to see through these 
years, a multiplication of national ties, an extension of 
commercial communications, an establishment of new 
connections between Christians and learned men through 
the world, and a growing reciprocity of friendly and be- 
neficent influence among different states, all giving aid 
to the principles of peace, and encouraging hopes which 
a century ago would have been deemed insane. 

The abolition of war, to which this good man devoted 
himself, is no longer to be set down as a creation of fan- 
cy, a dream of enthusiastic philanthropy. War rests on 
opinion, and opinion is more and more withdrawing its 
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support. War rests on contempt of human nature, on 
the long, mournful habit of regarding the mass of human 
beings as machines, or as animals having no higher use 
than to be shot at and murdered, for the glory of a chief, 
for the seating of this or that family on a throne, for the 
petty interests or selfish rivalries which have inflamed 
states to conflict. Let the worth of a human being be 
felt ; let the mass of a people be elevated ; let it be un- 
derstood that a man was made to enjoy unalienable 
right, to improve lofty powers, to secure a vast happi- 
ness; and a main pillar of war will fall. And is it not 
plain that these views are taking place of the contempt 
in which man has so long been held ? War finds 
another support in the prejudices and partialities of a 
narrow patriotism. Let the great Christian principle 
of human brotherhood be comprehended, let the Chris- 
tian spirit of universal love gain ground, and just so fast 
the custom of war, so long the pride of men, will become 
their abhorrence and execration. It is encouraging to 
see how outward events are concurring with the influ- 
ences of Christianity in promoting peace, how an exclu- 
sive nationality is yielding to growing intercourse, how 
different nations by mutual visits, by the interchange of 
thoughts and products, by studying one another's lan- 
guage and literature, by union of efforts in the cause of 
religion and humanity, are growing up to the conscious- 
ness of belonging to one great family. Every rail road 
connecting distant regions, may be regarded as accom- 
plishing a ministry of peace. Every year which passes 
without war, by interweaving more various ties of in- 
terest and friendship, is a pledge of coming years of 
peace. The prophetic faith, with which Dr Worcester, 
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in the midst of universal war, looked forward to a hap- 
pier era, and which was smiled at as enthusiasm or 
credulity, has already received a sanction beyond his 
fondest hopes by the wonderful progress of human af- 
fairs. 

On the subject of War, Dr Worcester adopted opin- 
ions which are thought by some to be extreme. He 
interpreted literally the precept, Resist not evil ; and 
he believed that nations as well as individuals would 
find safety as well as ' fulfill righteousness ' in yielding 
it literal obedience. One of the most striking traits of 
his character, was his confidence in the power of love, I 
might say, in its omnipotence. He believed, that the 
surest way to subdue a foe, was to become his friend ; 
that a true benevolence was a surer defence than 
swords, or artillery, or walls of adamant. He believed, 
that no mightier man ever trod the soil of America than 
William Penn, when entering the wilderness unarmed, 
and stretching out to the savage a hand which refused 
all earthly weapons, in token of brotherhood and peace. 
There was something grand in the calm confidence, with 
which he expressed his conviction of the superiority of 
moral to physical force. Armies, fiery passions, quick 
resentments, and the spirit of vengeance miscalled hon- 
or, seemed to him weak, low instruments, inviting, and 
often hastening the ruin which they are used to avert. 
Many will think him in error ; but if so, it was a grand 
thought which led him astray. 

At the age of seventy, he* felt as if he had discharged 
his mission as a preacher of peace, and resigned his of- 
fice as Secretary to the Society, to which he had given 
the strength of many years. He did not, however, re- 
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tire to unfruitful repose. Bodily infirmity had increased, 
so that he was very much confined to his house ; but he 
returned with zeal to the studies of his early life, and 
produced two theological works, one on the atonement, 
the other on human depravity or the moral state of man 
by nature, which I regard as among the most useful 
books on these long agitated subjects. These writings, 
particularly the last, have failed of the popularity which 
they merit, in consequence of a defect of style, which 
may be traced to his defective education, and which 
naturally increased with years. I refer to his diffuse- 
ness, to his inability to condense his thoughts. His 
writings, however, are not wanting in merits of style. 
They are simple and clear. They abound to a remark- 
able degree in ingenious illustration, and they have often 
the charm which original thinking always gives to com- 
position. He was truly an original writer, not in the 
sense of making great discoveries, but in the sense of 
writing from his own mind, and not from books, or tradi- 
tion. What he wrote, had perhaps been written before ; 
but in consequence of his limited reading, it was new to 
himself, and came to him with the freshness of discove- 
ry. Sometimes great thoughts flashed on his mind, as 
if they had been inspirations ; and in writing his last 
book, he seems to have felt as if some extraordinary 
light had been imparted from above. After his seventy- 
fifth year he ceased to write books, but his mind lost 
nothing of its activity. He was so enfeebled by a dis- 
tressing disease, that he could converse but for a few 
moments at a time ; yet he entered into all the great 
movements of the age, with an interest distinguished 
from the fervor of youth, only by its mildness and its se- 
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rene trust. The attempts made, in some of our cities, 
to propagate atheistical principles, gave him much con- 
cern, and he applied himself to fresh inquiries into the 
proofs of the existence and perfections of God, hoping 
to turn his labors to the account of his erring fellow- 
creatures. With this view, he entered on the study of 
nature as a glorious testimony to its almighty author. 
I shall never forget the delight which illumined his coun- 
tenance a short time ago, as he told me, that he had just 
been reading the history of the coral, the insect which 
raises islands in the sea. * How wonderfully,' he ex- 
claimed, * is God's providence revealed in these little 
creatures.' The last subject to which he devoted his 
thoughts, was slavery. His mild spirit could never rec- 
oncile itself to the methods in which this evil is often 
assailed; but the greatness of the evil he deeply felt, 
and he left several essays on this as on the preceding 
subject, which, if they shall be found unfit for publication, 
will still bear witness to the intense, unfaltering interest 
w r ith which he bound himself to the cause of mankind. 
I have thus given a sketch of the history of a good 
man who lived and died the lover of his kind and the 
admiration of his friends. Two views of him particu- 
larly impressed me. The first was the unity, the har- 
mony of his character. He had no jarring elements. 
His whole nature had been blended and melted into 
one strong, serene love. His mission was to preach 
peace, and he preached it not on set occasions, or by 
separate efforts, but in his whole life. It breathed in his 
tones. It beamed from his venerable countenance. 
He carried it, where it is least apt to be found, into the 
religious controversies, which raged around him with 
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great vehemence, but which never excited him to a 
word of anger or intolerance. All my impressions of 
him are harmonious. I recollect no discord in his beau- 
tiful life ; and this serenity was not the result of torpid- 
ness or tameness ; for his whole life was a conflict with 
what he thought error. He made no compromise with 
the world, and yet he loved it as deeply and constantly 
as if it had responded in shouts to all his views and 
feelings. 

The next great impression which I received from him, 
was that of the sufficiency of the mind to its own hap- 
piness, or of its independence on outward things. He 
was for years debilitated and often a great sufferer; and 
his circumstances were very narrow, compelling him to 
so strict an economy, that he was sometimes represent- 
ed, though falsely, as wanting the common comforts of 
life. In this tried and narrow condition, he was among 
the most contented of men. He spoke of his old age 
as among the happiest portions if not the very happiest 
in his life. In conversation his religion manifested itself 
in gratitude more frequently than in any other form. 
When I have visited him in his last years, and looked on 
his serene countenance, and heard his cheerful voice, and 
seen the youthful earnestness with which he was read- 
ing a variety of books, and studying the great interests 
of humanity, I have felt how little of this outward world 
is needed to our happiness. I have felt the greatness of 
the human spirit, which could create to itself such joy 
from its own resources. I have felt the folly, the insan- 
ity of that prevailing worldliness, which, in accumulating 
outward good, neglects the imperishable soul. On leav- 
ing his house and turning my face toward this city, I 
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have said to myself, how much richer is this poor 
man than the richest who dwell yonder. I have been 
ashamed of my own dependence on outward good. 
I am always happy to express my obligations to the 
benefactors of my mind ; and I owe it to Dr Wor- 
cester to say, that my acquaintance with him gave me 
clearer comprehension of the spirit of Christ, and of 
the dignity of a man. 

And he has gone to his reward. He has gone to 
that world, of which he carried in his own breast so 
rich an earnest and pledge, to a world of Peace. He 
has gone to Jesus Christ, whose spirit he so deeply 
comprehended and so freely imbibed ; and to God, 
whose universal, all-suffering, all-embracing love he 
adored and in a humble measure made manifest in 
his own life. But he is not wholly gone ; not gone 
in heart, for I am sure that a better world has height- 
ened, not extinguished, his affection for his race ; and 
not gone in influence, for his thoughts remain in his 
works, and his memory is laid up as a sacred treas- 
ure in many minds. A spirit so beautiful ought to 
multiply itself in those to whom it is made known. 
May we all be incited by it to a more grateful, cheer- 
ful love of God, and a serener, gentler, nobler love of 
our fellow-creatures. 
4 
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NOTE. 

I cannot resist the desire to insert heie a few extracts from two letters relat- 
ing to Dr Worcester, the first from one of bis children, whose filial virtue con- 
tributed largely to the comfort and happiness of his last years, and the second 
from the Rev. Mr Austin, of Brighten. 

EXTRACTS FROM THE FIRST LETTER. 

< My father was blessed with pious ancestors. His grandfather was reputed 
a devoted minister. Both his grand-parents took a deep interest in bis welfare, 
and, with bis pious parents, no doubt, offered fervent supplication that he might 
early devote himself to the service of God. He often remarked that be could 
not remember, when he had not a love for divine things. A few days previous 
to bis death, be mentioned a circumstance which deeply interested me. He 
said, that, in the absence of his father, his mother and grandmother were in the 
habit of conducting family worship, until be arrived to the age of twelve. From 
that period, he said, thU he, being the oldest child, was called upon to perform 
this service. The sacredness, which, from early life, he attached to tbe observ- 
ance of this delightful duty, may thus be accounted for. Even when there 
were strong indications of mental aberration, as there often were in the lethargic 
turns with which he was afflicted for several years previous to his death, he 
would call the family together at the customary hour, and address the throne 
of grace in an affectionate and collected manner. 

* He had no advantages for an education, excepting what the common public 
schools of that day afforded. He was industrious, and very economical ef time, 
and having a thirst for knowledge, improved all his moments to some good pur- 
pose. At the age of twenty-one he was married, and removed to Thornton, 
N. H. At what time he made a profession of religion, I cannot tell ; but the 
deep interest which he took in the spiritual welfare of the people, and the af- 
fection manifested on their part, suggested to their aged minister the idea, that 
his own services could be spared, and that my father should prepare himself to 
be bis successor. With the care of a family, dependent entirely upon his labor 
for support, and with few books except his Bible, he commenced. The minis- 
ter above alluded to, I think, afforded him such assistance as he was able ; but 
it was very evident, that the Great Teacher was his principal instructor, as he 
possessed much of his spirit. 

• He was in the habit of speaking of his death with perfect composure for 
many years, and calculated te have all his affairs arranged and settled daily, and 
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appeared to be constantly waiting for the coming of the Bridegroom. If there 
was one grace, which shone more conspicuously in his character than another, 
I think it was gratitude ; and surely no family have greater reason for gratitude 
than we have had. The debt is great to earthly benefactors, but how immense 
our obligations to our Divine benefactor. During my dear father's last illness, 
when he was relieved from distress, or after refreshing sleep, he would exclaim, 
* Give God the praise ; help me to praise him.' For the last few weeks of his 
life, he was too weak to converse much. He appeared to take great delight in 
hearing the Scriptures read, and in uniting with Christians in prayer. His pre- 
cious spirit returned to God who gave it, twenty minutes past nine in the eve- 
ning of Oct. 31, 1837. When the clock struck seven he inquired the time, and 
whether it was seven in the morning or evening. On being told, he expressed 
his surprise that it was no later, and said, ( I hope that I shall be in Heaven be- 
fore seven in the morning.' A friend replied, * I trust you will.' He was ask- 
ed if he should like to have prayer again. He answered very cheerfully, and 
with a smile upon his countenance turned to a friend present, and said, «0 yes, 
do.' A little before nine he requested that the death of Christ might be read 
to him. He was asked where. He replied in Matthew. A turn of distress 
prevented this request being complied with for some minutes, after which he 
was asked if he could now listen ; he said * Yes,' and appeared to attend with 
interest. This was his last request, and these were his last words.' 

EXTRACTS FROM THE SECOND LETTER. 

' In reply to my question, whether for the most part of his life, though then 
so feeble, he had not enjoyed good health, he confessed that he had ; but stated 
that an abscess, at about the age of seventeen, reducing him for a long period to 
almost total weakness, and a dropsical affection of the legs in after life, from 
which with great difficulty he recovered, had each nearly proved fatal to him. 
In connection with these reminiscences, and while my thoughts were pursuing 
the lamentable consequences to the community, of the death of such a man at 
such a time, he added in substance the following anecdote. 

* Soon after his marriage with his first wife, which took place on his 21st an- 
niversary birth-day, Nov. 25, 1779, important business called him to cross Mad 
River, a branch of the Merrimack. Sudden severe frosts, and alternate thaws 
had encumbered the river with huge masses of ice, high piled above a dam. 
Over this dangerous sort of bridge it was necessary to pass, and with the reso- 
lution and promptitude, or rather rashness, as he termed it, of incipient man- 
hood, it was passed, and in safety. His business successfully transacted, in the 
afternoon he attempted to return; but the river, swoln in the interim, present- 
ed a greater obstacle than before. However, remembering his duties at home, 
imagining the anxiety of his new bride and his friends, should he remain till 
next day on that side the river, and committing himself to God, he commenced 
clambering over the ice ridges, now rendered so frightfully insecure as to make 
him heartily regret, in the middle of the passage, that he had ever attempted it. 
Habitual trust in God revived bis drooping courage, and pressing on at extreme 
hazard, he at length stood upon the shore, and hardly had he reached it, when, 
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looking back on his perilous path, he beheld with consternation, the whole body 
of ice give way, and with tremendous noise, rush as in an instant down the 
stream. Never was his consciousness of the divine goodness so intense, or his 
grateful heart so full. He had well nigh fainted with excess of emotion, and 
bis friends found him scarcely in a condition to recount his deliverance. 

« The venerable Dr Worcester lived to see the fourth generation, and died 
aged 79. A few days before his death, he told me that his religious views 
were unchan^e4> and that he derived from them peculiar comfort ; and to the 
Rev. Mr Lara son, who also prayed with him more than once, he said, "Pray 
that I may have no will of my own/' f 
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